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Abbreviations and acronyms 
 
ALTC - Australian Learning and Teaching Council (formerly known as the Carrick Institute for 
Learning and Teaching in Higher Education) 
CoP –  Community of Practice 
CILP -  Curriculum Improvement Leaders Project 
CIL -   Curriculum Improvement Leader  
IRUA – Innovative Research Universities Australia is a group of six Australian research-intensive 
universities  
PD –   Professional Development Program 
TLC –  Teaching and Learning Centre 
 
Key terms and definitions   
 
Lave and Wenger’s (1991) social theory of learning defines a community of practice (CoP) as being 
instrumental in developing an individual’s sense of self and their attitudes to learning in relation to the 
community through the ongoing group members’ interpersonal interactions. Each community 
member’s sense of belonging and shared commitment to the community is formed as meanings are 
constantly being negotiated. Their values placed on learning and scholarship are determined by the 
nature of the community members’ mutual engagement, their understandings and contribution to the 
joint enterprise, and a shared repertoire to maximise the engagement of the available resources. The 
fulfilment of these criteria are necessary to make the group’s practices meaningful and the community 
successful through the members’ participation and contributions to the establishment of a community 
of practice around teaching and learning (Wenger, 1998). 
Distributed leadership refers to the distribution of leadership functions across a range of individuals 
rather than the clustering of leadership roles in one person (Lakomski, 2005; Smylie, Conley, & 
Marks, 2002) who is vested with powers to influence others.  
The notion of informal leadership is based on a model of pluralistic authority that establishes a non-
hierarchical relationship between colleagues as opposed to a superordinate/subordinate asymmetry.  
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Executive summary  
 
Over recent years, Australian universities have experimented with different ways to establish 
sustainable, discipline-based learning and teaching curriculum change to provide high quality 
educational environments. Effective curriculum improvements contribute to the longer-term aim of 
enhancing the student learning experience and strengthening student learning outcomes in ways that 
more effectively address their diverse and changing needs. There have been reported successes 
from research and practice suggesting the benefits of a distributed layered model of professional 
development in higher education that distributes leadership and responsibility to Schools (Uys & 
Campbell, 2005). Critical to the effectiveness of such leadership is identifying and implementing the 
most relevant educational development initiatives that can build the capacity of leaders of teaching 
and learning so that they can work with their colleagues in conceptualising, leading and effecting 
sustainable curriculum change aligned with School and University educational goals, strategic 
directions and priorities. This project was designed to explore this issue to further develop the 
evidence base for this practice.  
Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through School-based Curriculum Improvement 
Leaders has been a two-year collaborative project located at Murdoch University, funded by the 
Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC) through a Leadership for Excellence in Learning 
and Teaching Grant. The Curriculum Improvement Leadership project (herewith known as CILP) has 
adopted an inquiry-based qualitative approach to curriculum leadership reform to discern the 
feasibility of curriculum improvements through School-based non-positional leaders for effecting 
sustainable long-term curriculum change.  
In particular, the three main aims of the project were: 
1.  to build the capacity of curriculum improvement leaders through professional development to 
enable them work with their colleagues in effecting sustainable curriculum change aligned with 
university and School educational goals, strategic directions and priorities; 
2.  for curriculum leaders to enact School-based projects that build upon existing initiatives with a 
view to developing scalable models that account for the disciplinary context; 
3.  in the longer-term, to enhance students’ educational experiences in ways that more effectively 
address their diverse and changing needs, supported by a strong focus on the dissemination of 
best practice in a cascading model of professional development. 
The project was professionally managed by staff located in Murdoch University’s Teaching and 
Learning Centre (TLC) who collaborated with academics, referred to as Curriculum Improvement 
Leaders (CILs) from nine Schools at Murdoch. A Project Group of Murdoch staff oversaw the project 
and a Reference Group comprising learning and teaching experts from Queensland University of 
Technology; the University of Wollongong; the University of Newcastle, and the University of Western 
Australia provided specialist advice. Appendix 1 lists Project Team members, Curriculum 
Improvement Leaders and Advisory Groups. 
The project comprised four stages: 
•  planning and needs analysis; 
•  capacity-building (professional) development; 
•  application of the curriculum improvement projects by the CILs; and  
•  evaluation and dissemination.  
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An internal ongoing evaluation process was adopted in the project to gather data about the CILs’ 
experiences and perceptions of their capacity to effect curriculum change. In addition, an external 
evaluation was undertaken which focused on formative feedback on stages 1 and 2, and summative 
feedback of the project as a whole. Finally, a meta-evaluation was undertaken by Emeritus Professor 
Lesley Parker as part of a review of all leadership projects funded by ALTC in 2006-7. 
The present report draws information from all these monitoring and evaluative activities and focuses 
on describing the project and explaining its operation, including issues and outcomes. The external 
evaluation is reported as an Appendix.  
Project outcomes 
The primary aim of the project was to explore the CILs’ experiences of curriculum improvement and 
their developing/emergent identities as curriculum improvement leaders as they attempted to 
implement sustainable curriculum change in their Schools. The project had three distinct intended 
outcomes, each of which is discussed in detail in the report.   In summary, the project made some 
progress in identifying how the capacity of informal leaders might be developed across different 
Schools within a university. In particular, the external evaluator found that the program of professional 
development provided for CILs was successful in establishing the CoP which in turn provided a 
secure environment in which the CILs could develop their leadership and curriculum improvement 
skills and discuss both common and unique issues in a safe environment. Once the School-based 
projects started in earnest, several of the CILs were engaged in conceptualising, planning and sharing 
their School-based projects among their peers, which coalesced into a supportive CoP at the School 
level. This CoP promoted stability and helped, in part, to counteract the instability arising from the 
institutional context.  For some CILs, however, the impact of the institutional re-structuring occurring 
during the critical development and implementation stages proved debilitating.   
The second aim, which was to enable the CILs to enact School-based projects that build upon 
existing initiatives with a view to developing scalable models that account for the disciplinary context 
was implemented during the third project stage.  This entailed the application of the School-based 
‘mini’ projects in the second semester of 2007. Many of CILs implemented the School-based 
curriculum improvement projects and produced reports. They had continued to work on their projects 
in the participating Schools and there was qualitative information that they had gained knowledge, 
skills and confidence to lead curriculum change in their School. Interviews were held with each of the 
CILs to ascertain their progress toward this aim and to identify problems experienced. 
The third aim of the project was to develop longer-term strategies to enhance students’ experiences in 
ways that more effectively address their diverse and changing needs, supported by a strong focus on 
the dissemination of best practice in a cascading model of professional development.  This aim was 
the least successful as there was a major restructure of the University administration and academic 
groupings during 2007 which disrupted the project’s planned processes at a time when the projects 
were being established by the CILs.  This significant organisational change resulted in the project 
leader (DVC/A) and School Deans dedicating time to these matters and, as a result, reducing their 
support of CILs in implementing curriculum change in their School. In a number of the reports 
participants cited their colleagues’ demoralisation, and their own dispirited state of mind brought on by 
the organisational changes as persistent inhibiting factors.  Within this change environment, the CILs 
found it difficult if not impossible to arrange buy-out of their time as planned and funded in the project. 
Thus, inadequate time for the CILS to spend on their projects due to the insufficient time-release from 
units of teaching was another challenge reported.  
The degree to which the work and achievements of the project can be considered scalable and 
sustainable is yet to be seen. It will be in the continuing engagement of the community of practice that 
the work of the project will live on beyond the time of ALTC-provided external support. There are 
already good indications that this is already happening with a number of CILs participating in a further  
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ALTC project, the TLC based Promoting Excellence initiative, leading Teaching and Learning 
Committees and participating in other curriculum based activities.  
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Section 1  Introduction 
The following reports on the two-year project Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through 
School-based Curriculum Improvement Leaders Project which was funded by the ALTC through a 
Leadership for Excellence in Learning and Teaching grant under the priority area of disciplinary and 
cross-disciplinary leadership projects.  While many of the stated project aims July 2006 - July 2008 
have been achieved (see Appendix 2: Summative Project Evaluation Report, August 2008) for a 
variety of reasons the project was not without difficulties and tensions and these are discussed 
candidly throughout the report. 
The report is structured to provide background information on and rationale for the project (Section 1), 
the project design (Section 2), project outcomes (Section 3) and finally, the key lessons learnt from 
this project and their implications for academic/educational development and future research (Section 
4).  A number of Appendices are attached to corroborate the information provided.   
Project aims 
 
This project aimed to facilitate sustainable, long-term change in learning and teaching at Murdoch 
University through capacity development of a group of ‘exemplary’ academic staff who would lead 
curriculum improvement within their Schools, initially, and eventually disseminate their knowledge 
across the university to create a high quality educational environment that caters more appropriately 
to the diverse needs of today’s students. These self-selected, ‘non-positional’ academic leaders (as 
they became known by the Project Team) undertook targeted professional development with the aim 
of applying this knowledge to curriculum improvement projects developed by them to align with their 
respective School priorities. They worked within a community of practice (CoP) whilst addressing their 
School’s priority areas and were supported by Project Team members and other TLC staff.  
Specifically the three main aims of the project were: 
•  To build the capacity of curriculum improvement leaders through professional development to 
work with their colleagues in effecting sustainable curriculum change aligned with University 
and School educational goals, strategic directions and priorities; 
•  For the curriculum leaders to enact School-based projects that build upon existing initiatives 
with a view to developing scalable models that account for the disciplinary context; 
•  In the longer-term, to enhance students’ experiences in ways that more effectively address 
their diverse and changing needs, supported by a strong focus on the dissemination of best 
practice in a cascading model of professional development. 
The Curriculum Improvement Leaders Project (CILP) comprised four distinct stages to coincide with 
four teaching semesters beginning in semester 2, 2006. Each stage has embodied the Project Team’s 
convictions and values about how best to achieve the stated outcomes for this cross-disciplinary 
leadership project. In particular, the formative mechanisms embedded in the project’s design have 
afforded continuing modifications as each stage has been attained, and changes to the Project 
Team’s understandings have occurred about how to realise the key project outcome: to build the 
leadership and curriculum development capacity of the designated CILs in order for them to effect 
sustainable curriculum change. 
Project rationale 
The idea of enhancing students’ learning experiences through School-based Curriculum Improvement 
Leaders is drawn from a distributed model that seeks to redress the limitations of the centralised 
focus of much professional development work in universities.  
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Traditional approaches to professional development (such as classroom training, one-on-one 
consultation, and locating educational developers within faculties) each carry inherent problems and 
identified limitations. Recent research points to the benefits of a distributed, layered model of 
professional development in higher education across Australia, for example, Marquardt (1996); Bates 
(2000) and Uys (2004). Uys and Campbell (2005) also argue for a (distributed) structure of 
educational technology leadership and support that operates as a network across university 
campuses and is represented in every faculty/School.  
These developments have led Murdoch University to move towards a scalable approach to 
educational development that distributes leadership and responsibility to Schools while still retaining 
central oversight through its Teaching and Learning Centre.  With this approach in mind, and for the 
purposes of this project a Curriculum Improvement Leader approach was derived. The intent of this 
approach is outlined below.  
To develop a group of curriculum leaders drawn from exemplary teaching staff in 
Schools  who  would  help  colleagues  add  value  to  existing  university  programs.  
They would be provided with intensive training in curriculum improvement, with an 
added  emphasis  on  the  specific  needs  of  their  School,  such  as  assessment 
practices, large group learning and teaching, and the need for increasingly flexible 
delivery of materials.  
The  leaders  would  provide  leadership  within  their  Schools,  motivating  and 
facilitating colleagues to improve the curriculum offered to students, in line with the 
overall  School  development  priorities.    As  a  group,  and  supported  by  specialist 
staff in the Teaching and learning Centre, they would identify and implement new 
professional development needs and solutions.   Improvements would be clearly 
focussed on enhancing student outcomes through an improved curriculum, better 
learning/teaching practices and increased flexibility in delivery.  
The project was designed, therefore, to promote strategic long-term change and good practice in 
learning and teaching across the university through the development of academic leadership capacity 
and the implementation of targeted professional development and curriculum improvement strategies.  
Literature review 
The literature review undertaken in planning this project and updated for this report focuses on two 
main topics – educational leadership and educational development.  Commentators such as Marshall 
(2006) and Scott, Coates and Anderson (2008) have noted that leadership in teaching and learning 
contexts is under theorised, observing that there is a small emergent body of literature on leadership 
in higher education but even less on the development of leadership capability in learning and 
teaching. The theorisations that exist follow managerial imperatives and the proponents of such 
approaches typically produce lists of qualities leaders should possess, tasks they should perform, 
competencies they should acquire, and capabilities they should master. Leadership development, 
according to this conventional view is a matter of rationalisation and technical rationality. Improvement 
takes the form of efficiency and effectiveness with the focus on costs and benefits, quality, top-down 
power strategies, and so on.  Educational development initiatives have tended to promote the same 
edificatory views of leaders. These dominant themes in the leadership literature have had implications 
for the kinds of individuals who are deemed as leaders, the professional development approaches 
taken up, and the kinds of curriculum improvements that are implemented by such individuals. 
Traditional approaches to educational development in universities have tended to use a classroom 
model of training, with interested staff coming together to listen to educational experts from a central 
unit and discuss approaches to learning and teaching. One limitation of this model is that it only 
captures the enthusiasts, and does not impact on the majority, who are content with current practices.  
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A second limitation of the traditional approach (especially with respect to ICT) is that what people 
learn is often not able to be applied immediately, and is quickly forgotten. A third limitation is that often 
there is no follow-up. Participants are assumed to learn enough from the classes, and are left to apply 
their learning themselves. 
In some cases, educational development occurs through individual consultation with educational 
experts, either following professional development, or in an isolated fashion. This approach can be 
effective, yet it is very time consuming and, once again, it only captures the enthusiasts. The one-on-
one consultation model is not scalable, because it would require a very large number of educational 
developers (see for example, Panter, 2005).  An alternative approach to educational development is 
to locate educational developers in faculties. This approach is potentially more scalable, however it 
has other limitations, for example, lack of consistent approaches, varying alignment to strategic 
directions, and narrower skill bases (McNaught & Kennedy, 2000). 
Similarly, Ryan, Hanrahan and Duncan’s review of the literature (Ryan, Hanrahan, & Duncan, 2000) 
(cited in Ingram & Gilding, 2002) found that “professional development that is supported at the local 
level by staff with the appropriate background in terms of discipline knowledge is likely to be more 
relevant and productive than a centralised, de-contextualised approach” (p. 2). 
The need to move to a scalable model of educational development with responsibility distributed to 
Schools, while still retaining central oversight, led Murdoch to propose a Curriculum Improvement 
Leader model, based on approaches adopted at other institutions.  For example, RMIT implemented a 
Learning Technology Mentor program in the late 1990s (Gray & McNaught, 2001; McNaught & 
Kennedy, 2000), the University of Wollongong has based its Faculty-based Teacher Mentor program 
on the RMIT model
1, and QUT has recently established Learning and Teaching Consultants
2. 
Ingram and Gilding (2002) compared the characteristics of the CATLyst program at the University of 
WA, with a similarly-based program at Monash University, identifying the factors which led to success. 
These included “funding and time allocation, the amount of central support and collegiality developed 
and the lines of responsibility and lines of communication clearly defined” (p. 301). 
The CILP project focused primarily on the need for curriculum improvement at the discipline level but 
within a consistent and supportive institutional environment, similar to the approach used in the 
EFFECTS project described in the AUTC report Dissemination, Adoption and Adoption of Project 
Innovation in Higher Education (McKenzie, Alexander, Harper and Anderson, 2005). 
Traditionally, institutions have looked to centralised models of curriculum leadership that locate 
responsibilities with senior and/or formal institutional leaders. Such initiatives have experienced 
variable success because they are reliant on hierarchical notions of leadership in which leadership 
persists largely as an ‘insulated’ responsibility, with curriculum leadership responsibilities and 
development functions focused on the status and positioning of such individuals.  Lately, however, 
curriculum reform initiatives have been informed by research reporting the benefits of a distributed 
layered model of professional development and on practical experience.  The approach to educational 
development here distributes leadership and responsibility to Schools (Uys & Campbell, 2005) whilst 
a central group retains oversight and attempts to build capacity through a cascading  model of 
professional development. This ‘democratised’ model of curriculum leadership locates increased 
responsibilities for curriculum leadership with ‘informal’ or non-positional leaders. A shift to this focus, 
however, is dependent upon developing and supporting collegial and interdependent relations among 
peers, rather than through the formal channels of authority and staff management.  
                                             
1 Helen Carter, Personal communication. 
2 Presentation at ACODE meeting 40, Perth, 2006.  
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Anderson and Johnstone (2006) emphasise the common view that leadership can be taught, and 
while they also acknowledge the ALTC’s position that academic leadership is a highly specialised and 
professional activity, they also identify a difference in the style of leadership adopted in higher 
education   “… a leader may occupy a formal position and may be a manager, but neither of these is 
a necessary condition for leadership. Many individuals, recognised by their peers as leaders, are not 
distinguished by any formal position or title” (p. 3).  Such a position is problematised in higher 
education where debate continues about the power differential that is remains evident between 
positional, hierarchical leaders and non-positional, distributed leaders, the latter whom adopt a more 
collegial approach to ‘influence’ their peers.  Issues surrounding power, authority and influence did 
emerge throughout this project and are discussed in Section 4.     
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Section 2  The CILP Project Design 
Over recent years, Australian universities have experimented with different ways to establish 
sustainable, discipline-based learning and teaching curriculum change to provide high quality 
educational environments. Effective curriculum improvements contribute to the longer-term aim of 
enhancing the student learning experience and strengthening student learning outcomes in ways that 
more effectively address their diverse and changing needs. There have been reported successes 
from research and practice suggesting the benefits of a distributed layered model of professional 
development in higher education that distributes leadership and responsibility to Schools (Uys & 
Campbell, 2005).  Identifying educational development initiatives that can build the capacity of 
curriculum leaders is important so that such leaders can work with their colleagues in conceptualising, 
leading and effecting sustainable curriculum change aligned with School and university educational 
goals, strategic directions and priorities. This project was designed to explore this issue to further 
develop the evidence base for this practice.  
Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through School-based Curriculum Improvement 
Leaders has been a two-year collaborative project located at Murdoch University, funded by the 
Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC) through a Leadership for Excellence in Learning 
and Teaching grant. The Curriculum Improvement Leadership project (herewith known as CILP) has 
adopted an inquiry-based collegial approach to curriculum leadership to discern the feasibility of 
curriculum improvements achieved through School-based non-positional leaders for effecting 
sustainable long-term curriculum change. The key outcome of this project is the development of a 
small group of Curriculum Improvement Leaders (CILs) at Murdoch University. A secondary outcome 
is sustainable improvement in curriculum to be evaluated in the longer term through analysis of 
curriculum materials and student feedback. 
In this section we provide a more detailed description of the project in terms of the four stages and the 
selection process for the CILs; the formative input that enabled a constant feedback loop, and the 
formation of the community of practice (CoP). After discussing the Murdoch context and its impact on 
the establishment of the CILs’ CoP, we outline the evaluation strategy, and dissemination activities. 
Aims 
This project aims were stated in the introduction.  When analysed further, there were also a number of 
specific objectives, which include:  
•  Development of a group of curriculum leaders, drawn from exemplary teaching staff, through 
intensive training in curriculum improvement which emphasises the specific needs of 
participants’ Schools in areas such as assessment practices, large group learning and 
teaching, and flexible delivery of materials; 
•  Following on from the training, these curriculum leaders would provide leadership within their 
Schools to: 
o  add value to existing programs through an improved curriculum, better learning and 
teaching practices and increased flexibility in delivery; 
o  identify and implement new professional development needs on behalf of colleagues;  
o  motivate and facilitate colleagues to improve the curriculum offered to students, in 
line with the overall School development priorities. 
In particular, the project aimed to promote strategic long-term change - especially in the areas of 
curriculum development and in good practice in learning and teaching.    
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Project stages  
The project comprised four stages spread across two years: 
Period  Project Stage 
Semester 2 2006  1: Planning and selection of curriculum improvement leaders in 
Schools; 
Needs analysis to identify knowledge and skills needed across the 
university and in Schools.  
Semester 1 2007  2: Professional development for curriculum leaders; 
Planning of School-based projects; 
Formative evaluation. 
Semester 2 2007  3: Implementation of School-based projects.  
Semester 2 2008  4: Summative evaluation and dissemination of results. 
 
Stage One – Planning and CIL Selection (semester 2, 2006) 
The project commenced in July 2006 with the establishment of project management structures that 
included the appointment of a Project Manager from within the Teaching and Learning Centre on a 
one-day a week basis. In addition the first stage engaged the Project Team in planning and 
organising, selection of the CILs (see selection process below), appointment of an education 
developer and an introductory session conducted with the CILs to explore with them project aims and 
outcomes and undertake a training needs analysis.  On-going collaboration was maintained with the 
CILs over many weeks and a PD program was developed in readiness for the New Year and Stage 2 
of the project.  Ethics approval was obtained from the University’s ethics committee during this stage 
also.   
The CIL selection process involved the Project Leader (DVC Academic) inviting the Deans of all 17 
Schools within the University to attend an information session to explain the project and to nominate 
potential curriculum improvement leaders who were inspired and skilled lecturers.  Those nominated 
were then invited by the Deans to submit proposals for curriculum improvement that critically aligned 
with School priorities.  A total of 11 applications were received and a process was conducted by the 
Project Team to select a group of curriculum improvement leaders using the following selection 
criteria as a guide: pedagogical knowledge; experience in curriculum improvement; documented 
support from the School Dean; enthusiasm and a desire to explore new ideas in learning and 
teaching; a willingness to share their knowledge and skills with colleagues and an ability to critically 
evaluate new approaches. The Project Team had originally envisaged that there would be one CIL in 
each School chosen. However, eventually they accepted, with the endorsement of Deans, teams of 
two and three from three Schools and individuals from six other Schools (Table 1)
3, which totalled in 
all 14 CILs from nine Schools across the University.  
                                             
3 A list of the Project Team members, Curriculum Improvement Leaders and Reference Group 
members is provided in Appendix 1. 
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Table 1   Curriculum Improvement Leaders and Project Titles by School 
School and CILs  Project Title 
Electrical, Energy and Process Engineering 
  K. Lyon 
Graduate Attributes in Energy Studies  
 
 
Murdoch Business School 
  B. Scott-Ladd 
  M. Brennan 
Scaffolding the Curriculum for Quality 
Assurance 
School of Biological Sciences and 
Biotechnology 
  C. Jones 
A discussion between academics in Biology - 
what do our students experience as they 
journey through our courses?  
School of Chiropractic 
  M. Hecimovich 
  J. Maire 
The Development of Life-Long Learners  
 
 
School of Education 
  J. Robison 
Enhancing post-graduate participation in the 
School of Education  
School of Information Technology 
  J. Amarego 
CIL communications: Enhancing written 
communications skills in IT students  
School of Media, Communication and 
Culture 
  I. Richardson 
  B. Pengelly 
  S. Delmege 
School Of Media Communication and Culture 
Curriculum: Reviewing First Year Units  
 
 
School of Social Sciences and Humanities 
  J. Dudley 
Developing a Community of Practice in the 
School of Social Sciences & Humanities  
 
School of Veterinary and Biomedical 
Sciences 
  M. Cake 
Embedding VPL(Veterinary Professional 
Life): Professional Life Skills in an Aligned 
Veterinary Curriculum 
 
 
 
Stage Two - Capacity-building (semester 1, 2007) 
 
The second stage instigated the targeted professional development activities scheduled for one day a 
week during the semester and enabled by a buy-out of their normal duties.  For this capacity-building 
stage, the focus was on equipping the CILs to implement curriculum improvement projects within their 
respective Schools. A framework for the Professional Development consisting of core topics was 
developed and the PD program was conducted over several weeks in February and March 2007 for 
half days.  For the other half days, spaces were organised at a different time during the week to 
enable CILs to meet and discuss issues arising from the PD sessions and their mini-project planning.   
On the basis of discussion with and feedback from CILs additional sessions were also conducted on 
Graduate Attributes and project facilitation (see Table 2 for details).  Moreover, informal meeting 
sessions were scheduled up to the end of semester for CILs to present their projects and invite critical 
analysis and feedback.   This proved particularly useful to the CILs who presented for two reasons.  
One, it ‘forced’ the CILs to think through and clarify their project steps and aims and two, in a ‘safe’ 
environment of other CILs and Project Team members they were able to openly voice their views and 
receive constructive input.  These perspectives were included in the interim reports written by each  
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CIL team, or individual as part of the action research cycle of plan, implement, review and improve.  
The Education Developer read and provided feedback.    
Table 2   Professional Development Sessions Offered Feb-May 2007 
 
Topic  Date  Facilitator 
Introductory comments and administration 
Action Research and Reflective Practice 
19 February  Susan Roberts 
Strategic Planning Processes  26 February  Michael Jones 
Transformational/Sustainable Leadership  12 March  Helen Wildy 
Initiating and Managing Change  19 March   Brenda Scott-Ladd 
Team building and Group Techniques  26 March  Brenda Scott-Ladd 
Murdoch University Graduate Attributes  23 April  Kate Lowe 
Project Facilitation, part I  30 April  Susan Harwood 
Project Facilitation, part II  14 May   Susan Harwood 
 
At the end of each core PD session, an evaluation form, the Professional Development Satisfaction 
Survey, was circulated and completed by attendant CILs and submitted to both the education 
developer and evaluator.  The evaluation identified successes and weaknesses of each of the core 
sessions and enabled an assessment of further development needs.  A copy of the evaluation form is 
provided as an appendix in the evaluator’s Interim Project Evaluation Report, Appendix 2. 
At the conclusion of the PD semester, the independent evaluator analysed the surveys and conducted 
interviews with the CILs prior to writing a formative interim report, which contained five 
recommendations as follows:  
1.  Continued support for the Community of Practice; 
2.  Continued provision of PD related to project facilitation; 
3.  Focused examination and discussion on the identification of reasonable key indicators of 
School-based project success; 
4.  Mechanisms for enhancing CIL participation and accountability; and, 
5.  Enhancement of overt institutional recognition and support for the School-based CILs and 
their curriculum improvement projects.  
Follow up and support were provided by the Project Team of recommendations 1 and 5, however, 
recommendation 2 involved considerable further expense (from an outside facilitator) and was 
therefore not accepted; meetings to identify key success indicators were never able to be organised in 
order to satisfy recommendation 3; reminder emails sent to non-attending CILs were ignored (rec. 4) 
as were invitations to the DVC(A) to demonstrate her tangible support of the CILs and their projects 
(rec. 5).   
Nonetheless, as well as gathering specific feedback on the educational value of the PD, the 
evaluation process also assisted the CILs in articulating clearer project outcomes from feedback  
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provided by both the independent evaluator.  A detailed discussion of the PD sessions and the CILs’ 
evaluations of these sessions are presented in the Evaluator’s Interim Report, attached as Appendix 
5.  Reflections on the PD outcomes were also written by the Education Developer and these are 
attached as Appendix 3. 
Development of WebCT site and project website  
A website was established in November 2006 to communicate project aims and news to the broader 
community while a WebCT unit to support the Professional Development Program was opened in 
December 2006.  Neither of these tools progressed as planned.  The website was used primarily to 
store documents so they were accessible to all project participants but the level of use was low. The 
WebCT site was intended to provide flexible learning to the CILs and to form the basis for a staff 
development unit to be made available to interested staff at Murdoch and other universities.  
However, the group learning approach of the professional development sessions did not lend itself to 
being recorded and stored online, and with limited interest shown by the CILs the plans for a 
replicable online unit were shelved by the end of stage 2.   
The Project Team organised a virtual meeting with the Reference Group during this time using the 
Carrick Elluminate web conference facility, with Dr Rob Phillips moderating.  This meeting was found 
to be both necessary and useful as a means of updating the Reference Group on the project progress 
to date, the evaluation study and the review of sub-project plans. The members of the reference 
group had previously been sent a sample of the project plans to comment on and so their feedback 
helped re-focus the project which, by this time had already seen a couple of mini-projects falter.   
Stage Three – Apply Skills Learnt as Project Leaders (semester 2, 2007) 
The third stage entailed applying the knowledge, skills and techniques the CILs had learnt in the PD 
stage to the conduct of action research projects in their Schools.  At the end of this Stage, 13 of the 
original 14 CILs were still active in progressing their projects in the nine Schools.  Interviews were 
held with each of the CILs during this semester to ascertain their progress toward this aim and to 
identify problems experienced that the Project Team could possibly help alleviate.  Each CIL also 
produced a project plan and this was reviewed by members of the Project Team and members of the 
Reference Group for feedback. In addition, the offer was made by Project Team members to either 
mentor, or be critical friend to CILs as a means of keeping them motivated and on task.  No CIL took 
up the offer.  
Stage Four – Evaluation and dissemination (semester 1, 2008) 
The fourth stage focused on dissemination with several CILs presenting papers at local and 
international conferences (see Table 3: CILP dissemination log)
 4.  A highlight was the organising of a 
forum on Leadership and Sustainability, held in March with invited guests from Curtin and ECU 
attending. At this forum, a session was run by Reference Group members Christine Brown and Helen 
Carter, entitled “Facing the challenges of dissemination and embedding project outcomes”. In 
addition, Emeritus Professor Lesley Parker, presented a paper on “Leadership and Sustainability”, 
summarising the lessons she had identified in her review of ALTC leadership grants in 2006-2007. 
This stage also involved reporting and reflection on the success and sustainability of CIL leadership 
capacity and curriculum improvement projects. The independent evaluator conducted interviews with 
the CILs and reviewed both School-based project reports and data collected by the Project Team in 
preparation for writing his Summative Project Evaluation Report, August 2008 (Part 1 Report: 
Attachment 1).    
                                             
4 A number of the Project Team and project participants also attended and presented at a forum on 
curriculum leadership, organised by IRUA at Macquarie University in June, 2007.  
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Table 3   CILP Dissemination Log 
 
Stage Four  — 2008 Semester 1 
 
 
30-31 Jan 08 
 
Teaching & Learning Forum: two papers delivered. 
 
Cummings, R., Schibeci, R. & Roberts, S. (2008) Future leaders in learning and 
teaching: Experiences of non-positional leaders in a Carrick Project.  Teaching 
and Learning Forum, Curtin University. 
Roberts, S. & Cummings, R. (2008) School lighthouses: Leading curriculum 
change in the context of a whole of institution restructure Teaching and Learning 
Forum, Curtin University. 
 
 
12 Mar 08 
 
Symposium Leadership and Sustainability 
Presentations by: Reference Group members, Emeritus Professor Lesley 
Parker, Project Team members and CILs. 
Attended by invited guests from Curtin and ECU  
 
 
2-4 July 08 
 
HERDSA conference, Rotorua,, New Zealand 
 
Amarego, J. (2008) Emerging IT skills in enhancing writing skills.  HERDSA 
Conference, Rotorua, NZ.  
Cake, M. (2008) Prevailing attitudes underlying the introduction of a veterinary 
professional life skills course. HERDSA Conference, Rotorua, NZ 
Cummings, R (2008) Communities of practice: intrinsic and extrinsic motivators, 
and sustainability.  HERDSA Conference, Rotorua, NZ. 
 
 
Project evaluation strategy 
Dr Andrew McConney, from the Murdoch School of Education, was engaged in November 2006 to 
undertake an independent evaluation of the overall project. The approach taken was based on the 
ALTC Evaluating Projects resource 
(http://www.murdoch.edu.au/teach/carrick_evaluation/index.html).  The evaluation of the CILP 
used a outcomes-based, mixed-method approach. The conceptual scaffold guiding the evaluation 
work comprised both the aims of the project (planned processes and intended outcomes) and a set of 
data-gathering methods that aligned with those aims. The evaluation used both qualitative (e.g., 
document review, interview, observation) and quantitative (e.g., satisfaction survey) data-gathering 
techniques to measure project processes and achievements and to better understand the operation of 
the project. 
Furthermore, the project’s exploratory approach has sought to capture a rich array of information. It 
has included interviews with the nine participating CILS, their detailed evaluations of the professional 
development program, and their interim and final reports. The project has also been attentive to 
individual needs and disciplinary contexts as the CILs were given formative feedback on their 
individual project proposals by the education developer. The external evaluator provided formative  
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and summative feedback in the form of two progress reports (at the mid-way and end stages of the 
project), and the co-directors’ interim report, one PD report, and one meta evaluation report, were 
other key texts.  
The data gathering included the review of relevant project documents, direct observations of 
professional development sessions, interviews with selected CILs, and the analysis of satisfaction 
survey data gathered after professional development sessions provided to Curriculum Improvement 
Leaders during Semester 1, 2007. The staff member who co-ordinated the PD activities produced a 
reflective report and this was considered by the Project Team, CILs and independent evaluator. In 
addition, the Project Team met at least monthly to review progress. Finally, the visit by Professor 
Lesley Parker and her report (shown in Appendix 4) served a very useful formative role. 
The following three core key questions were addressed by the evaluation: 
1.  To what degree was the project implemented as planned and funded? 
2.  To what degree can the work and achievements of the project be considered scalable and 
sustainable? That is, in what form and to what degree does the work of the project live on 
beyond the time of ALTC-provided external support? 
3.  To what degree did the project accomplish its goals and objectives? 
This project evaluation served both near-term formative and longer-term summative purposes. The 
formative (improvement-oriented) focus provided an evidence-based mechanism to monitor and 
review progress in relation to stated processes and outcomes at pivotal stages of the project, and 
against stated project plans. This aligned with the capacity-building, application and dissemination 
stages of the project, and was reported in an interim evaluation reports at the end of Stage Two in 
July 2007. 
The second focus of the evaluation study addressed summative questions of the extent to which the 
project achieved its outcomes and to explore both the sustainability and scalability of the leadership 
capacity.  This was reported in a final evaluation report which was presented in August 2008.   
In particular the evaluation found that the CILP achieved a high degree of implementation fidelity 
faithful to the design funded by the ALTC.  However, in terms of its intended outcomes, CILP 
experienced more mixed results with only three of the nine projects achieving their curriculum 
improvement goals to a high degree and only one likely to achieve sustainability.     
In addition to the independent evaluation, the ALTC contracted Emeritus Professor Lesley Parker to 
review all projects funded as leadership grants.  She met with the Project Team and CILs at two 
events and produced brief interim and final reports.  In particular, Professor Parker commented on the 
fact that the project was: 
 an extraordinarily complex project involving diverse academic and academic 
support areas within the university.  It is well organised and well managed.  Much 
as been accomplished in a ‘process’ sense and the dedication and commitment of 
those involved is quite inspiring.  If, as foreshadowed, a major outcome of the 
project is a detailed exploration of what it means to be a curriculum leader in a 
collegial environment, this will be highly beneficial to the system as a whole 
(Parker, 2007).  
The value of regular reviews and reporting has been highlighted through the identification of problems 
and suggestions for project readjustments made throughout.  Such flexibility provided a measure of 
reassurance and comfort to the CILs.  
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Section 3  Outcomes  
The key outcome of this project originally proposed the selection of ten curriculum improvement 
leaders who had the knowledge, skills and ability to lead sustainable curriculum change in their 
Schools.  
A number of secondary outcomes were also identified for both lecturers and students in the 
participant Schools in line with the ALTC strategic objectives.  These include: 
•  Improved learning and assessment activities for students; 
•  Higher quality learning materials; 
•  Greater flexibility of access for students; 
•  Improved communication between students and staff; 
leading ultimately to: 
•  improved student motivation and satisfaction; and  
•  improved and deeper learning (although these two outcomes could not be assessed within 
the life of this project).   
Outcomes for each of the School mini-projects are tabulated below (Table 4). 
Table 4 Anticipated outcomes of mini-projects 
 
Participants 
 
Mini-project outcomes 
School of Electrical, 
Energy and Process 
Engineering 
  K. Lyon 
Academics:  
•  Improved awareness of Graduate Attributes and inclusion of relevant 
learning activities in unit guides. 
Students 
•  Improved understanding of the importance and application of Graduate 
Attributes to their working lives.   
School of Biological 
Sciences and 
Biotechnology 
  C. Jones 
Academics: 
•  The joy of teaching restored; 
•  Peer networks and teams built to support students; 
•  The ‘student experience’ focussed upon; 
•  Colleagues ‘excited’ and energised with a new structure; 
•  Units re-mapped to a 12 week semester to spread assessments more 
evenly; 
•  Improved sharing among colleagues. 
Students 
•  Enhanced learning through a re-structured curriculum. 
School of Chiropractic 
  M. Hecimovich 
  J. Maire 
Academics: 
•  Self directed learning, self reflection and a culture of active research 
promoted. 
Students 
•  Motivated to become lifelong learners; 
•  Take responsibility for continued professional learning. 
School of Education 
  J. Robison 
Academics:  
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Appendix 45 provides a sample final report, from the School of Media, Communication and Culture 
team. 
Evidence to support the key outcome was to be provided by the outputs of the action research carried 
out by participants as they worked in their Schools.  Suggestions were made for recording and 
sharing these outputs through media such as journal writing, or writing narratives on the WebCT site 
using output indicators such as any changes made to units and unit guides; reactions and feedback 
from peers; student evaluations, etc. However, these suggestions were not taken up.   
Evidence of the secondary outcomes was to be in the form of expert and peer reviews of learning 
design and materials, and student feedback.  One of the CILs altered her unit guides significantly and 
received support from and acknowledgement by her School Dean. The CILs of three other Schools 
requested student evaluations to be conducted, however, results were not reported back to the 
Project Team.  Nevertheless, the implications of the success or otherwise of outcomes are discussed 
in Section 4.  
School of Education 
  J. Robison 
Academics: 
•  Curriculum re-design based on feedback from graduate teachers; 
•  More teachers attracted into post grad courses. 
Students 
•  Professional development and lifelong learners. 
School of Information 
Technology 
  J. Amarego 
Academics: 
•  More flexible teaching approaches using WebCT interface; 
•  Use of an automated IT instant feedback system to encourage 
improved communication literacy.  
Students 
•  Improved communication skills, writing and general literacy. 
School of Media, 
Communication and 
Culture 
  I. Richardson 
  B. Pengelly 
  S. Delmage 
Academics: 
•  Study guides reviewed to see where MCC is positioned in view of 
potential merger with IT; 
•  Student experience mapped; 
•  Teaching best practice identified and highlighted; 
•  How we teach and what we teach clarified. 
Students 
•  Improved learning and university experience. 
School of Social 
Sciences and 
Humanities 
  J. Dudley 
Academics: 
•  Learning and teaching scholarship promoted; 
•  Shared reflective practice and peer learning fostered; 
•  Scholarship and teaching acknowledged and valued; 
•  Good teaching among individuals identified and recognised, 
disseminated and built upon; 
•  Distributed leadership practiced; 
•  Enhanced sense of empowerment.  
Students 
•  Improved learning. 
School of Veterinary 
and Biomedical 
Sciences 
  M. Cake 
Academics: 
•  Generic communication, Graduate Attributes and team building skills 
Incorporated into ‘new’ curriculum; 
•  Instruments to measure outcomes developed. 
Students 
•  More responsibility adopted for learning and skills development.  
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Section 4  Reflections and areas needing further research 
In this section, reflections and discussion ensue about the successes and achievements, 
disappointments and challenges in each stage of this ‘extraordinarily complex’ project (Parker, 2007).  
It should be noted that both evaluation reports written by Dr Andrew McConney highlight and detail a 
number of these so will, therefore, not be repeated.  However, a number of ‘behind the scenes’ efforts 
and stories of both Project Team members and CILs and their interpretation have not been addressed 
in the reports.  These are now outlined, commencing with the challenges to effective curriculum 
improvement that emerged during the evolution of the project. 
Factors influencing effective curriculum improvements 
A number of challenges emerged during the project’s evolution which influenced the achievement of 
outcomes.  These include issues surrounding professional development, institutional factors, time 
release and the CILs’ self concepts as ‘leaders’.   
Planning and Professional Development 
As indicated in the evaluation and PD reflection reports, during the first two project stages and 
subsequently, there was a high degree of implementation fidelity.  The Project Team, supported by a 
very organised and capable project manager planned and put in place processes that were true to the 
proposed project methodology to a large extent.  However, in respect to two elements (not mentioned 
in any reports): conducting a needs analysis to identify particular knowledge and skills needed across 
the university and in each School; and developing a program of professional development (including 
both pedagogical skills and technical skills in learning technology) we suggest that there were some 
omissions.   
We envisaged in the early planning and writing of this project that an active role would be undertaken 
by the Academic Staff Development Unit which, we expected, would provide input in respect to gaps 
in knowledge and skills across the university.  Such information is legitimately gleaned via a 
networking approach, whereby staff developers meet with School Deans to confidentially identify and 
discuss gaps in the skills and knowledge of individual lecturers in their Schools.  Due to insufficient 
staff in the Unit, time and funding, such meetings did not occur so individual training requirements at 
the proposed global level were not identified and relevant PD was not designed as part of this project.  
Instead, a training needs analysis was conducted with the selected CILs in respect to two areas 
identified as significant to the project’s progress and success: curriculum and leadership.  During 
discussion the CILs indicated that they already knew a lot about curriculum and curriculum 
development (and associated pedagogical and technical skills) but their knowledge was lacking in the 
area of leadership and team building (as a means of building peer alliances and gaining peer support 
for their initiatives).  The PD was, therefore, developed more around these themes.  In spite of this 
collaboration, however, some problems arose, as outlined below.   
Although the education developer intended that each of the topics would be workshops with 
opportunities being given during the sessions for people to challenge, critique and discuss, this did 
not always eventuate, with some presenters using the traditional ‘chalk and talk’, content-based 
approach. Another concern arose from the different conceptual approaches to leadership and 
curriculum change delivered that were influenced by the diverse disciplinary and organisational 
affiliations of the participants and the professional development staff.  A further issue raised by the 
CILs was that some sessions were too focused on business/ management practices (managerial), 
rather than what they conceived of as leadership issues pertinent to higher education. Finally, the 
action research model was also contested by several of the CILs, leading the Project Team to  
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suggest that CILs use a research methodology that they believed sat comfortably within their 
discipline and approach.  
The outcome from these four factors was a ‘shutting down’ by some CILs from the learning that could 
have occurred and been integrated into their own mini-projects, and demonstrates the potential 
effects that can arise when participants and presenters are not sharing a common ground.  In 
retrospect, the negativity articulated so soon into the project should perhaps have alerted the Project 
Team to those ‘at risk’ of non-completion.  As it transpired, and significantly, it was those early 
‘detractors’ who became non-attendees at subsequent PD sessions and other organised CILP 
gatherings that ultimately became the non-completers.  The question that must be asked is whether 
early recognition of the ‘signs, and intervention might have alleviated this situation.     
Operating under the radar 
Despite the involvement of the DVC (Academic) as CILP Project Leader, this project in many ways 
remained under the ‘radar’ of senior management at Murdoch University. In part this arose from the 
project’s conceptual model which promoted distributed leadership as the style and means to effect 
outcomes, in contrast to the university’s existing positional leadership structures that are attributed 
with the power and authority to meaningfully effect change. It would seem that we were not alone in 
encountering this challenge.  In a similar study, Hanson (2008, p. 63) found “the lack of institutional 
recognition and support for distributed leadership” but also found evidence of this style of leadership’s 
“potential for it to be perceived as a threat to established hierarchy”. 
The university staff who participated in the project were, in general, below senior management levels 
within the university.  With promotional criteria focusing less on teaching and learning excellence than 
on research and grants received, there was also an inherent tension in the professional development 
of curriculum improvement leaders whose teaching excellence and change-making agendas would 
not necessarily be recognised.  Furthermore, there was a suggestion that the success of this project 
was constrained through it inhabiting a ‘gendered’ domain.  By this we mean that it “sits at the ‘soft 
end’ of research, based on such factors as  ‘community’, ‘teaching’, ‘tacit knowledge’, ‘reflective 
practice’ and the human need to engage in meaningful conversations, to be heard and to listen” 
(Higgins, 2008, p. 10), rather than the hard end research that was likely to bring in money and kudos 
to the university. 
Finally, and perhaps most significantly, during this time the university was being reviewed by a group 
of external consultants with a view to increasing efficiencies and better aligning structures, systems 
and processes with the strategic plan. The effect of this re-structure was profound and enduring and 
dampened the enthusiasm and morale of many CILs.  There is no doubt that at least three projects 
were hindered in their progress as a result.   
Leadership 
The issue surrounding some of the CILs’ self concept as leaders proved problematic.  While for some, 
the project proved to be transformative, for others there remained a tension between how they saw 
themselves and how they could apply leadership and curriculum improvement in their Schools in 
ways that they were ideologically comfortable with.  Many CILs indicated they were reluctant to 
describe themselves as leaders, nor were they comfortable calling themselves leaders because of the 
perceived power asymmetries associated with leadership (Lee & Boud, 2000). Conversations about 
these tensions saw the emergence of new leadership labels, however, such as ‘non-positional’, 
‘informal’ and ‘lighthouse’ leaders and led to a search for literature that might provide insights into 
these roles (little was found).   
Their experiences and perceptions of being informal leaders also led the CILs to coalesce into small 
communities of practice (CoP) either with fellow project participants or within their disciplinary 
communities. Three core CoPs emerged from within the group of CILs during the ‘structured’ PD  
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stage.  Coupled with the provision of time, space and appropriate resources, these CoPs have 
enabled opportunities for sharing ideological perspectives and language, for exchanging experiences, 
and to articulate ways to minimise the impact of the institutional context and other practical matters on 
their projects. There is also evidence to support the notion that this has provided a means by which 
some of the School-based projects have succeeded. Indeed some CILs, with the affirmation of their 
CoPs, subsequently developed a strong self-perception as ‘expert’ on curriculum change and have on 
this basis sought to contribute to strategic initiatives in the university.  
These findings align with those of Higgins, (2008, p. 57).  
Participants in the Practice in Leadership Workshop were intrigued and interested in 
the possibilities of distributed leadership for peer-engagement, for driving change 
management agendas such as assessment or curriculum reviews, but also at a more 
fundamental level for fostering a sense of collegial endeavour and as a means of 
having those deeper conversations that advance practice and innovation in teaching 
and learning. It is not surprising that the evaluation data from the workshop indicates 
in the main a shift in consciousness in the sense of self as leader. The workshop did 
successfully seed the possibility that there was another form of leadership not in the 
individual but within the community. Participants indicated that they saw communities 
of practice as being vehicles for hybrid forms of leadership, which is attractive as a 
way of overcoming the lack of flexibility in traditional university management and 
leadership roles and structures. 
Time release 
Another significant challenge to the success of CILP focused around the lack of time available for 
CILs to spend on their projects. Although the School Deans involved agreed at the start that they 
would support the CILs and ensure they were given the time which had been bought out (one day a 
week in Stages 2 and 3, and 5% in Stage 4) the CILs admitted that were not able to commit this 
amount of time their project. This was due to high workloads in the Schools and the buy-out time 
being too small to release a CIL from a whole module of teaching (such as a tutorial group).  In 
response, the Project Team offered these CILs additional support in terms of research assistance or 
administrative support, although in most cases this support was not taken up.   
 
Discussion and recommendations 
Throughout the two years that this project has operated several of the critical factors leading to or that 
potentially constrain sustainable, effective curriculum change have been identified. The project’s 
exploration of these issues has added to the evidence base for this practice but has also highlighted 
the value of high level support of any potential change ‘from within’ and what it means to be a leader 
in a collegial environment.  
The need for curriculum change in universities is driven by different and competing agendas. These 
differences suggest that curriculum improvement interventions and any professional development 
initiatives that focus on learning and teaching must be responsive to all stakeholders including 
students, academics, researchers, managers, departments and institutional, industry and the 
community. In drawing attention to the sometimes competing, pedagogical and strategic agendas, we 
wish to highlight this project’s attempts to accommodate the goals of both university and the CILs 
some of whom operated with interests that were not necessarily aligned with university and School 
educational goals, strategic directions and priorities. The impact of these changes have not been 
played down, however, as they illustrate the diverse interests of staff and management as both brush 
up against the goals of the neo-liberal university with its intention to ‘manage’ change in a technical 
and rational manner.   
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Diverse expectations of leadership and curriculum improvements explain why there may be conflicts 
or a lack of consensus about particular curriculum reforms. In this model individuals’ identities are 
crucial factors and leaders need to learn to anticipate how their authority may be construed and 
responded to. Identity and difference then contribute to the unpredictability of the relations between 
leaders and followers. The degrees to which followers will identify with leaders will vary according to 
their different social positions, and conflicting communication relations are a likely consequence. 
While traditional leadership models give us ways of understanding leadership and the kinds of 
interventions that are made for professional development they don’t tap into the more intangible 
capacities that leaders demonstrate and the nature of their interactions with followers – the ‘art’ of 
leading as English (2008) calls it, especially in a collegial environment. In this view of leadership, 
professional development interventions are not about attempting to skill leaders as if they are change 
agents working with empty slates. They are focussed instead on the dynamic between the parties 
engaged in teaching and learning and the inter-subjective relations that pertain between the leader 
and the follower.  With these understandings in mind, the impact and outcomes within Murdoch 
University and recommendations that may be applied cross institutionally, follow.  
Impact and outcomes within Murdoch University  
Anecdotal evidence from participants indicated institutional benefits as follows: 
•  Better communication and understanding across discipline areas, arising from the 
development of CoPs and a ‘shared language’.  
•  Increased collaboration within each of the participating Schools. 
•  Increased confidence, leading CILs to meet with the President of Academic Council and DVC 
(Academic) to discuss their concerns and the possibility of a future role in university wide 
curriculum change, and for four to move into leadership roles as either Chairs of Faculty 
Learning & Teaching committees, members of the Academic Council Learning & Teaching 
committee (Carolyn Jones, Katrina Lyon, J. Maire) or as head of Veterinary Professional Life 
Committee and is also on the Veterinary Curriculum Committee (Martin Cake). 
Other indications of changes within the institutional context are summarised as follows: 
•  Preliminary recognition of the potential for the student experience to change from 
particularistic and possibly fragmented (i.e. one experienced as individual “units”) to 
integrated and coherent. 
•  Preliminary recognition of the potential for teaching to be valued more seriously by the 
University (i.e. a cultural change towards parity of esteem between teaching and research) 
and identification of institutional strategies to facilitate this (e.g. changes to the academic 
promotions policy, allocation of teaching-specific funding etc) 
•  Preliminary recognition that a “whole of campus sensibility” could emerge, associated with 
curriculum improvement and high quality student experiences.  
Recommendations 
The Project Team was aware that the ultimate aim of the ALTC is that projects supported under the 
Grants Scheme will lead to enhancement of the educational experience of students and, in this 
regard, will contribute to long-term systemic change in higher education. In this context the following 
issues in relation to this project were recognised as worthy of pursuit, both in terms of supporting 
further research and in publication:  
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•  Highlighting the difficulty of making links between curriculum improvement/professional 
development of staff and improvements in student learning;  
•  The need to monitor changes in the University’s culture associated with valuing of teaching 
and research activities and the ways in which any revaluing affects student learning; 
•  The need to unpick the meaning of the term “community of practice” in the context of projects 
of this type; 
•  The need for the evaluation process to suggest ways that long term outcomes/effects of the 
project could be identified; 
•  Providing the kind of information that would be useful to other universities considering 
projects of this type, e.g. (i) details of the total cost of sustaining the project in an institution 
(including realistic costing of the time and resources for participants
5); (ii) critical success 
factors and key barriers to success; (iii) the kinds of benefits that could reasonably be 
expected from supporting this project.  
•  Documenting what actually produces change and improvements in the students’ learning 
experience and outcomes;  
•  Adopting sustainability principles to ensure long term embedding of project outcomes into 
practice.  
Suggestions for further research 
•  To explore models of distributed leadership to gather evidence of the ways that non-positional 
leaders enact leadership and effect change. 
•  To develop a shared consciousness about and vocabulary for distributed leadership. 
•  These changes are in the areas of how to develop non-positional leaders in the area of 
School-based curriculum development, how to create an environment for curriculum 
development in Schools using a collegial model of leadership, and how to have the above 
impact positively on student learning. 
•  There needs to be a deeper understanding of how relational power is exercised by such 
leaders and what it means to be a ‘facilitator’ who is not working from an assigned position of 
power.   
•  Power relations between peers involve several kinds of asymmetry – in knowledge, in status, 
in assigned tasks, in identities, in rights and obligations. 
 
 
                                             
5 The project funds one day per week for each “curriculum leader”. While some participants 
indicated that their time commitment was greater than this, generally there was little comment. 
Whether this would be the case in institutions where the project was “imposed” top down rather 
than, as in this case, developed bottom up is perhaps questionable.    
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CILP 
Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through 
School-based Curriculum Improvement Leaders 
 
Executive Summary 
 
Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through School-based Curriculum Improvement 
Leaders is a 2-year collaborative project located at Murdoch University, and funded by the Carrick 
Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education. The project involves the University’s staff in a 
steering committee and academic Curriculum Improvement Leaders conducting research as 
individuals or teams within nine Schools. The overarching aim of the project is to build the capacity of 
Curriculum Leaders to work with their colleagues in conceptualizing, leading and effecting sustainable 
curriculum change aligned with School and University educational goals, strategic directions and 
priorities. In the longer-term, the aim of the project is to enhance students’ experiences in ways that 
more effectively address their diverse and changing needs. 
 
This project evaluation serves both near-term formative and longer-term summative purposes. The 
purpose of the current report is to provide a formative (improvement-oriented), evidence-based 
mechanism to monitor and review progress in relation to stated processes and outcomes at pivotal 
stages of the project, and against stated project plans. The formative evaluation is particularly aligned 
with the capacity-building, application and dissemination stages of the project, and will be reported in 
three interim evaluation reports (July 2007, February 2008, June 2008) of which this is the first. 
 
The approach taken in this evaluation of the Curriculum Improvement Leaders project may be 
characterized as outcomes-based, and mixed-method. The conceptual scaffold guiding the evaluation 
work comprises both the aims of the project (planned processes and intended outcomes) and a set of 
data-gathering methods that align with those aims. The evaluation can be considered mixed-method 
because it uses both qualitative (e.g., document review, interview, observation) and quantitative (e.g., 
satisfaction survey) data-gathering techniques to measure project processes and accomplishments 
and to better understand the operation of the project. 
   
Given the data gathered and examined to this point, it can be concluded at the beginning of the 
project’s application stage, that the Curriculum Improvement Leaders project has enjoyed successful 
planning and capacity-building stages that have laid the foundation for the successful implementation 
of curriculum improvement projects across nine Schools. This overall conclusion is based on data 
gathered through mid-2007, including the review of relevant project documents, direct observations of  
    29 
professional development sessions, interviews with selected CILs, and the analysis of satisfaction 
survey data gathered after professional development sessions provided to Curriculum Improvement 
Leaders during Semester 1, 2007.  
 
Specifically, in keeping with the project’s planned processes, a program of professional development 
has been provided for Curriculum Improvement Leaders. Overall, this professional development has 
been consistently, although moderately, well-attended, and well-received by the project’s participants. 
Additionally, Curriculum Leaders have actively engaged in conceptualizing, planning and sharing their 
School-based projects among their peers, and have coalesced in a supportive Community of Practice. 
 
Beyond noting the Curriculum Improvement Leaders project accomplishments to date, this interim 
formative evaluation is also obliged to note aspects of the project that seem to warrant special 
attention and effort, given the targets laid out by the intended outcomes of the project. Based largely 
on survey, observation and interview data, five recommendations are suggested for consideration by 
the project’s coordination group: 
  
1.  Continued concrete support for the Community of Practice should be provided. 
 
2.  Continued professional development related to project facilitation should be made available.  
 
3.  A focused examination and discussion on the identification of reasonable key indicators of 
School-based project success should be pursued in collaboration with Curriculum 
Improvement Leaders. 
 
4.  Mechanisms for enhancing Curriculum Improvement Leaders’ participation and accountability 
should be considered. 
 
5.  Enhancement of overt institutional recognition and support for the School-based Curriculum 
Improvement Leaders and their projects should be leveraged by the project’s leadership and 
coordination group. 
 
These recommendations are offered in the spirit of formative feedback for project improvement and 
continued success, based on the intended outcomes that the Curriculum Improvement Leaders 
project has set for itself over the remainder of the project. 
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Section 1. Introduction 
 
project summary 
 
Supported by the Carrick Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education, Enhancing the 
Student Educational Experience through School-based Curriculum Improvement Leaders is a 2-year 
collaborative project located at Murdoch University. The project involves the University’s central and 
discipline-based staff in a steering committee and Curriculum Improvement Leaders (CILs), drawn 
from the academic staff, conducting research as individuals or teams within nine Schools.  The 
overarching aim of the project is to build the capacity of these Curriculum Leaders through 
professional development to work with their colleagues in conceptualizing, leading and effecting 
sustainable curriculum change aligned with School and University educational goals, strategic 
directions and priorities.  
 
The CILs’ leadership in curriculum improvement takes form in nine School-based projects that are 
intended to build upon existing School- or University-based initiatives with a view to developing 
scalable models that account for the disciplinary context. The longer-term aim of enhancing student 
experience in ways that more effectively address the diverse and changing needs of students is 
supported by a strong focus on the dissemination of best practice in a cascading model of 
professional development. To achieve these project aims, the Curriculum Leaders coalesce in a 
Community of Practice with support of their communication and sharing of resources facilitated via 
WebCT. A project manager/researcher and an educational designer also provide support for the 
project.  
 
Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through School-based Curriculum Improvement 
Leaders has been organized in four distinct yet complimentary stages. The preparation stage, which 
began in July 2006, included the selection and inaugural meeting of fourteen Curriculum Leaders from 
nine Schools across the University. During the first semester of 2007, in the capacity building stage, CILP 
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the Curriculum Leaders have been engaged in a program of professional development and planning 
for their School-based projects. These nine School-based component projects are to be implemented 
in an application stage during the second semester of 2007. In the first half of 2008, the project’s 
focus will be on a dissemination stage within each School, across the University and throughout the 
Australian higher education sector. 
 
 
intended program outcomes 
 
To provide an advance organizer, a list of the intended outcomes for the Curriculum Improvement 
Leaders project is provided below. These targeted outcomes provide the guiding parameters for the 
planning and implementation of the project, as well as its ongoing evaluation. 
 
1.  To build the capacity of curriculum improvement leaders through professional development to 
work with their colleagues in effecting sustainable curriculum change aligned with University 
and School educational goals, strategic directions and priorities; 
2.  for the curriculum leaders to enact School-based projects that build upon existing initiatives 
with a view to developing scalable models that account for the disciplinary context; 
3.  in the longer-term, to enhance students’ experiences in ways that more effectively address 
their diverse and changing needs, supported by a strong focus on the dissemination of best 
practice in a cascading model of professional development. 
 
 
purpose of the evaluation 
 
This project evaluation serves both near-term formative and longer-term summative purposes. The 
purpose of the current evaluation report is to provide a formative (improvement-oriented), 
evidence-based mechanism to monitor and review progress in relation to stated processes and 
outcomes at pivotal stages of the project, and to review progress against the stated project plan. As 
depicted in the evaluation plan (see Appendix 1: Evaluation Tasks and Timelines) the formative 
project evaluation is particularly aligned with stages 2 through 4 of the project, and will be reported in 
three interim evaluation reports (July 2007, February 2008, June 2008) of which this report is the first.  
 
In addition, a summative (accountability-focused) evaluation, strongly based on the preceding 
formative evaluations, will be carried out to gauge the effectiveness of the project, strengths and 
weakness in its processes and how well the outcomes have been achieved in terms of the project 
aims. Further, the summative evaluation will appraise the sustainability of processes for further CILP 
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curriculum improvement and the dissemination of project results. The summative evaluation therefore 
addresses itself to three core issues represented here as evaluation questions aligned with the 
outcomes previously listed: 
 
1.  To what degree was the project implemented as planned and funded? 
2.  To  what  degree  can  the  work  and  achievements  of  the  project  be  considered  scalable  and 
sustainable?  That  is,  in  what  form  and  to  what  degree  does  the  work  of  the  project  live  on 
beyond the time of Carrick-provided external support? 
3.  To what degree did the project accomplish its goals and objectives? 
 
The summative evaluation will be compiled and reported in August 2008. 
 
For the current formative evaluation—tightly aligned to the capacity-building stage of the project—the 
first of these listed outcomes and questions is most salient. Thus, the focus of this report is on the 
project’s planned provision of a program of professional development for building the leadership 
capacity of CILs involved, and the views of the CILs with regard that program’s relevance and quality. 
To a lesser degree, this first interim evaluation also addresses aspects of outcome and question two, 
in that School-based projects have been planned, and are now entering the application stage. The 
conceptualization and design of these component projects was discussed with selected CILs for this 
evaluation report. 
 
In sum, this first interim report represents an independent evaluation of Murdoch University’s 
Curriculum Improvement Leaders project that is aligned with the aims and processes of the 
capacity-building (professional development) stage of the project. The evaluation report is formative in 
that any data gathered or findings offered related to project processes and intended outcomes are 
provided to the project co-directors and other stakeholders primarily for information and improvement 
purposes, so that project resources may be better directed toward those activities and outcomes that 
appear more challenging, or that seem likely at this juncture to require more attention. The findings 
reported here should not be seen in any sense as an appraisal of the overall effectiveness of the 
project, as the actual implementation of the component School-based projects is just recently 
underway in the nine Schools. 
 
 
structure of the interim report 
 
The interim evaluation report is organized in five sections. This first provides backdrop for the 
Curriculum Improvement Leaders project and its evaluation, including brief overview descriptions of 
the project and its intended outcomes, as well as this formative evaluation report. CILP 
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The second (evaluation methods) describes the methods and types of data gathered that address the 
questions asked in this stage of the project. Data gathering methods to date have included: 
 
  Document review (i.e., review of documents and materials relevant to the Curriculum 
Improvement Leaders project); 
  Evaluator observation of professional development sessions; 
  Professional development surveys (i.e., surveys to gauge Curriculum Leaders’ levels of 
satisfaction with the program of professional development provided); 
  CIL interviews (i.e., face-to-face interviews with a selection of Curriculum Improvement 
Leaders); 
 
The third section (evaluation findings) comprises the aggregated results of data gathered and 
analyses conducted for this stage of the formative evaluation. The findings section is presented in two 
parts (Capacity-building/Professional development and School-based projects) organized around 
planned activities for Stage 2 of the project. The first of these attends to findings associated with 
Curriculum Leaders’ views of the program of professional development completed in Semester 1, 
2007; the second addresses CILs’ preliminary planning and intended outcomes for their School-based 
projects. 
 
The fourth section of this report provides a synthesis of this formative evaluation’s findings, and any 
recommendations flowing from the interim evaluation, both for the funding agency (Carrick Institute) 
as well as for the project co-directors, and coordination and reference groups. The last section 
(appendixes) includes supplementary materials such as (a) evaluation tasks and timelines; 
(b) professional development satisfaction survey; and, c) CIL interview protocol. CILP 
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Section 2. evaluation methods 
 
 
This first formative evaluation report addresses the program of professional development and 
capacity-building provided to CILs that has occupied Semester 1, 2007, as well as providing some 
baseline data related to the intentions of CILs in the design and planning of their School-based 
projects. This section of the evaluation report provides brief descriptions of the overall evaluation 
approach, the tasks associated with the formative evaluation to date and the specific data-gathering 
methods used in the capacity-building stage of the project. As emphasized above, not all intended 
project outcomes or evaluation questions are addressed in this report, as the component 
School-based curriculum projects are just recently underway in Semester 2, 2007. Here, the report 
provides brief descriptions of the overall approach to the evaluation, the tasks accomplished to date, 
and each of the data-gathering methods used to this stage in the formative evaluation of the project. 
 
 
evaluation approach 
 
The approach taken in the evaluation of Murdoch University’s Curriculum Improvement Leaders 
project may be characterized as outcomes-based, and mixed-method. The conceptual scaffold 
guiding the evaluation work comprises both the aims and objectives of the project (planned processes 
and intended outcomes) and a set of data-gathering methods that align with those aims. The 
evaluation can be considered mixed-method because it uses both qualitative (e.g., document review, 
interview, observation) and quantitative (e.g., satisfaction survey) data gathering techniques to 
measure project processes and accomplishments and better understand the operation of the project. 
Mixed-method approaches combine quantitative data collection techniques, such as surveys, with 
qualitative data collection approaches, such as interviews. The former provide numerical 
representations of outcomes that can be used to assess progress against standards or targets; the 
latter provide rich, narrative information that can be used to examine phenomena not readily CILP 
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amenable to quantitative exploration to provide a contextualized, more complete explanation for 
quantitative data. 
 
 
evaluation tasks 
 
A complete listing of the tasks associated with this project evaluation is given in Appendix 1: Evaluation 
Tasks and Timelines. These tasks result from the evaluation consultant meeting with the project’s 
coordination group to develop agreement on the purposes and major tasks of the evaluation plan and to 
sketch the particular methods to be used in the evaluation process. Specifically, it has been agreed that 
the evaluation will proceed according to the stages described above. To date, tasks 1 through 10 (see 
Appendix 1) have been completed as planned. The main components agreed upon for the first stage of 
the formative evaluation are listed below: 
 
Project Stages 1 and 2 (preparation/planning and capacity building/professional development) 
•  guide the Steering Committee on data collection and analysis processes as required; 
•  monitor the project processes and review progress against the agreed plan; 
•  provide an interim report on Stage 1 of the project to the Steering Committee by July 2007. 
 CILP 
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document review 
 
As its name implies, document review includes the study of key documents related to the project. 
Along with interviews, the purpose of document review is to better understand the needs and aims 
that the project addresses as well as strategies for implementation, timelines, and intended project 
outcomes. These documents include the project’s proposal for funding to the Carrick Institute, minutes 
of Project Team and steering group meetings, reports produced by Curriculum Leaders on their 
School-based projects and dissemination of results, as well as institutional documents such as 
Murdoch University’s Strategic Plan Performance Indicators. 
 
 
observation 
 
Observation refers to the in-person viewing of project activities, either professional development 
sessions, or the implementation of School-based projects. The purpose of all observations is to 
systematically gain a better sense of the context, content and focus of the professional development 
sessions provided to Curriculum Leaders by the project. As well, observation of Curriculum Leaders’ 
implementation of their own component projects will provide a first-hand sense of their engagement in 
and enthusiasm for the project, and importantly may provide some insight into students’ responses to 
the aims of the projects. 
 
 
interview 
 
The qualitative portion of this evaluation’s data gathering also includes individual (face-to-face) 
interviews with Curriculum Leaders across participating Schools. The interviews with Curriculum 
Leaders have been guided by semi-structured protocols developed by the evaluator, in consultation 
with the project co-directors (see Appendix 3, CIL Interview Protocol). The purpose of these interviews 
is to better understand participants’ views on the project’s aims, the professional development 
provided, as well as the implementation of the professional development through CILs’ School-based 
projects. Future interviews will also be used to explore participants’ views on facilitators and barriers 
to the scalability and sustainability of the curriculum improvement projects undertaken. 
 CILP 
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survey 
 
The quantitative portion of the evaluation has to date comprised a satisfaction questionnaire as its 
principal means of gathering data relevant to participants’ views on the program of professional 
development provided through the project (see Appendix 2, Professional Development Satisfaction 
Survey).  The survey includes Likert-type and open-ended questions, and was administered at the 
end of each professional development session. Developed by the evaluator in consultation with the 
project co-directors, the survey includes questions that address: 
 
  Features of professional development design (e.g., length, content, and format); and, 
 
  Relevance and quality of the professional development (e.g., degree to which CIL needs are 
met, perceived benefits for students, etc.). 
 
In addition, the survey is designed to include questions that address participants’ views regarding 
what they would consider appropriate additional professional development given the aims of the 
project. Considering the formative orientation of the evaluation it is essential to hear from professional 
development participants what they would consider useful in terms of building their capacities to lead 
and effect curriculum change in scalable and sustainable ways, within their own School and 
disciplinary contexts. CILP 
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Section 3. Evaluation Findings 
 
 
overview 
 
The third section of this interim report comprises the aggregated results of data gathered and 
descriptive analyses conducted for this first-stage formative evaluation of Murdoch University’s 
Curriculum Improvement Leaders project. As noted previously, the focus of this first report is on the 
program of professional development provided for CILs in the 9 participating Schools, and to a lesser 
degree the conceptualization and design of CILs’ School-based projects in curriculum improvement 
and leadership. In a sense, data gathered in relation to the latter aspect of the project are intended to 
serve as a baseline from which to measure change over time in curriculum reform as a result of the 
activities of the Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through School-based Curriculum 
Improvement Leaders project. Thus, this Evaluation Findings section is presented in two parts 
organized around professional development (i.e., capacity building in curriculum leadership), and 
CILs’ planning for their School-based projects. 
 
 
professional development 
 
As listed in Table 1, and as detailed in the project’s plans, Murdoch’s Curriculum Improvement 
Leaders were provided a program comprising eight professional development workshops from 
mid-February through mid-May, 2007. The program’s workshop sessions spanned global issues 
related to planning, change management and leadership to more particular or pragmatic matters such 
as strategies for conducting action research and strategies for project facilitation. The professional 
development sessions were routinely held on Monday mornings, typically for half a day, an 
arrangement made in consultation with the Curriculum Leaders as the most consistently suitable for 
the majority of participants. As can also be seen in Table 1, CIL attendance at these sessions was 
stable yet moderate, ranging from 50% for the third session on leadership to 64% for the sessions on 
action research, change management, and project facilitation. 
 
 CILP 
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Table 1.  Professional Development Sessions Offered and CIL Attendance 
 
 
Professional Development Session 
 
 
Date 
 
CIL Attendance / 
Survey Responses 
action research and reflective 
practice 
2/19/2007  9 (64%) / 9 
strategic planning / goal setting  2/26/2007  8 (57%) / 6 
sustainable leadership  3/12/2007  7 (50%) / 6 
managing change  3/19/2007  9 (64%) / 8 
teamwork  3/26/2007  8 (57%) / 6 
(Murdoch University) graduate 
attributes 
4/23/2007  8 (57%) / 5 
project facilitation  4/30/2007  9 (64%) / 8 
project facilitation, part 2  5/14/2007  9 (64%) / 4 
 
To gauge CILs’ views with regard the program of professional development, toward the close of each 
workshop session a satisfaction survey was administered to those attending (see Appendix 2 for the 
complete survey). The first substantive question asked of the Curriculum Leaders assessed their 
perceptions of the extent to which each session aligned with their perceived needs related to 
accomplishing the aims and objectives of their own School-based curriculum improvement projects. 
As detailed in Table 2, the CILs rated 5 of the 8 sessions as meeting their needs well. The two 
practical sessions focused on project facilitation attracted the most favorable ratings with regard this 
survey item assessing alignment (100% in both cases), followed by the workshops on leadership 
(84%) and the University’s graduate attributes (80%). On the other hand, the session that had 
teamwork as its focus was perceived as not well aligned with CILs’ needs (17%). Overall, however, it 
can be said that the substance of most of the professional development sessions offered was 
perceived by those attending as well or very well aligned with their needs as Curriculum Leaders. 
 
 
Table 2.  Alignment between PD session focus and CIL-perceived needs. 
 
Overall, to what degree did this PD session meet your needs as a CIL? 
 
PD workshop  not  moderately  very   NA CILP 
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at all    much 
             
Action research (n=9)  0%  44%  11%  33%  11%  0% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  0%  17%  50%  17%  17% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  0%  17%  17%  67%  0% 
Managing change (n=8)  33%  13%  25%  13%  25%  0% 
Teamwork (n=6)  0%  17%  17%  17%  0%  0% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  0%  0%  0%  60%  20%  0% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  0%  0%  0%  100%  0% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
0%  0%  0%  50%  50%  0% 
             
 
 
Table 3 provides a breakdown of CILs’ ratings of the professional development offered in terms of 
each session’s perceived relevance and practicality. Similar to the ratings of the alignment of 
workshop topics to perceived needs, the sessions on project facilitation received high marks for 
relevance, and for practicality. The session on the University’s graduate attributes was also perceived 
as highly relevant and also practical. More moderate, but still quite positive, relevance ratings were 
assigned to the workshops on leadership, strategic planning, and action research/reflective practice. 
The session addressing teamwork again attracted the least positive ratings on relevance and on the 
practicality of the strategies offered although it should be noted that only 8 CILs attended this 
workshop, and only 6 completed the satisfaction survey for the session. 
 
The ratings for alignment with self-perceived CIL needs, relevance and practicality are substantiated 
by comments made in the course of face-to-face interviews with a selection of the Curriculum 
Improvement Leaders. For example, one CIL noted that 
 
Some of the information provided was extremely helpful—especially the facilitator at 
the end [referring to the sessions on project facilitation]. Some others seemed like 
they were filling time. 
 
A second CIL commented 
 
…some of the aspects addressed provided real clarity—especially the facilitation 
sessions [referring to the sessions on project facilitation]—which gave us practical 
tools—not abstract concepts… 
 
Similarly, another CIL noted that CILP 
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…the most useful part has been what’s happened in the last few weeks [referring to 
the sessions on project facilitation]…the techniques for engaging stakeholders and 
moving the plan along. Also, the sessions where we’ve talked about what we’re doing 
(with others in the group) have been very useful. 
 
 
Table 3.  CIL Ratings of the Relevance and Practicality of PD Program by Session 
 
 
relevance   
 
PD workshop 
 
completely   very 
irrelevant  relevant 
           
Action research (n=9)  0%  11%  11%  22%  56% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  0%  17%  33%  50% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  0%  17%  17%  67% 
Managing change (n=8)  0%  13%  25%  25%  38% 
Teamwork (n=6)  17%  17%  33%  0%  33% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  0%  0%  0%  60%  40% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  0%  0%  0%  100% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
0%  0%  0%  0%  100% 
           
 
practicality   
 
PD workshop 
 
completely   very CILP 
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  impractical  practical 
           
Action research (n=9)  0%  11%  44%  33%  11% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  17%  17%  67%  0% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  0%  33%  17%  50% 
Managing change (n=8)  0%  25%  25%  38%  13% 
Teamwork (n=6)  17%  33%  17%  17%  17% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  0%  0%  0%  60%  40% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  0%  0%  0%  100% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
0%  0%  0%  50%  50% 
           
 
 
Table 4 provides CILs’ assessment of selected aspects of the content quality of the various 
professional development sessions offered across Semester 1, 2007. The dimensions of content 
quality rated included content difficulty, content familiarity, material usefulness and material quality. As 
depicted in Table 4, the two sessions on project facilitation attracted the most positive CIL ratings on 
content difficulty whereas the first session on action research was generally perceived as easy or too 
easy by the majority of CILs. The sessions on project facilitation similarly garnered high ratings on the 
perceived usefulness and quality of the materials provided in the workshops. Again, the initial session 
on action research/reflective practice attracted the least favourable ratings on these dimensions. With 
regard to content familiarity, cognitive learning theory would seem to suggest that the content offered 
in any teaching/learning scenario should strike a balance between material that is familiar and that 
which is new to participants. Most of the workshops offered seemed to do this relatively well according 
to CILs’ ratings, with the session on leadership faring the best on this aspect of workshop quality. The 
professional development session on teamwork again fared quite poorly on this dimension with a 
majority of CILs rating its content as overly familiar.  CILP 
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Table 4.  CIL Ratings of PD Workshop Content Quality by Session 
 
 
content difficulty   
 
PD workshop 
 
too  too 
easy  difficult 
           
Action research (n=9)  11%  44%  22%  22%  0% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  17%  67%  17%  0% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  17%  67%  17%  0% 
Managing change (n=8)  13%  25%  50%  13%  0% 
Teamwork (n=6)  17%  33%  50%  0%  0% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  0%  0%  60%  0%  0% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  0%  75%  13%  13% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
0%  0%  100%  0%  0% 
           
content familiarity   
 
PD workshop 
 
all   all new 
review  to me 
           
Action research (n=9)  11%  33%  33%  22%  0% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  50%  33%  17%  0% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  0%  83%  17%  0% CILP 
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Managing change (n=8)  0%  38%  38%  25%  0% 
Teamwork (n=6)  17%  67%  17%  0%  0% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  0%  0%  40%  40%  0% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  25%  38%  25%  13% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
25%  0%  25%  25%  25% 
           
material usefulness   
 
PD workshop 
 
not useful  very 
at all  useful 
           
Action research (n=9)  11%  22%  44%  11%  11% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  17%  0%  33%  50% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  0%  0%  67%  33% 
Managing change (n=8)  13%  13%  13%  25%  25% 
Teamwork (n=6)  17%  33%  0%  50%  0% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  0%  0%  0%  60%  40% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  0%  0%  0%  100% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
0%  0%  25%  50%  25% 
           
material quality   
 
PD workshop 
 
low  very high 
quality  quality CILP 
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Action research (n=9)  0%  11%  44%  33%  11% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  0%  0%  83%  17% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  0%  0%  17%  67% 
Managing change (n=8)  0%  0%  25%  50%  13% 
Teamwork (n=6)  17%  0%  17%  17%  33% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  0%  0%  0%  40%  40% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  0%  0%  13%  88% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
0%  0%  0%  75%  25% 
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The professional development satisfaction surveys also asked that CILs rate each of the workshop 
sessions on various logistical dimensions, including such aspects as number of activities, pace, 
length, location and schedule. CILs’ aggregated ratings of these workshop activities are given in 
Table 5. In general, the CILs’ ratings of these aspects of the professional development sessions have 
been positive. The majority of those attending rated the sessions convenient in terms of location and 
scheduling, and about appropriate in terms of workshop length, although a number would have liked 
more on project facilitation. Similarly, for most professional development sessions the CILs assessed 
that the number and pace of the workshop activities included was about right. The exception to this 
general finding was the ratings for the session on teamwork which indicate that participants perceived 
the workshop as a bit “light,” and would have appreciated more activities and a quicker pace. 
Generally however, the logistical features of the professional development workshops did not pose 
any obvious or significant problems for the Curriculum Improvement Leaders attending. 
 
The Curriculum Improvement Leaders were also asked to assess three dimensions related to the 
facilitators of the workshop sessions: facilitators’ apparent knowledge, organization and clarity. These 
aggregated ratings are given in Table 6, and demonstrate that in general, the CILs were very satisfied 
with the knowledge and organization of the professional development facilitators. In the majority of 
cases, more than 80% assessed the facilitators as knowledgeable or very knowledgeable, and as 
organized or very organized. The CILs assessment of the facilitators’ clarity was similarly positive, 
except in the case of the sessions on action research and teamwork for which the ratings were more 
moderate. The facilitators for the professional development sessions on project facilitation and 
strategic leadership were singled out for positive comment on more than one occasion in the 
interviews with CILs. However, this seemed more related to these facilitators’ commitment to using a 
collaborative approach to working with adult learners who are themselves academics, rather than any 
differential assessment of the knowledge, organization or clarity of these facilitators. 
 
Regarding the program of professional development, Curriculum Improvement Leaders were also 
offered the opportunity in a couple of open-ended items to elaborate on their numerical ratings. These 
questions asked participants to (a) briefly describe what you consider the most valuable aspect of this 
session; (b) briefly describe what you consider the least valuable aspect of this session; and (c) what 
improvements/changes would you recommend? 
 
In the CILs’ responses to these open-ended items, two key messages were evident. First, the CILs 
valued opportunities to engage in open discussion around the specifics related to their own 
School-based projects; they did not value a one-way flow of information from the facilitator(s) to the 
workshop participants. For example, in responding to what was found most valuable, CILs cited 
“discussion with colleagues” on numerous occasions, Similarly, in recommending orientations to 
further professional development, one CIL suggested “outline some models/ideas then facilitate 
discussion related to our projects.” The opportunity to actively discuss rather than passively listen was 
highly valued. Comments made in the interviews also underscored this:  
 
At the beginning…there was a sense that we were not being treated professionally. 
Rather, we were being treated as tabulae rasa—reflecting seriously bad teaching—
and the use of an inappropriate model for providing professional development… 
and 
…discussions about one’s own project have been useful—as they can lead to the 
honing of one’s project. There is a process of clarification. And, it’s also useful to 
have devoted time each week to work on this… 
 
Second, the CILs warmed to professional development sessions that were perceived as needs-based 
and practice-focused. That is, the CILs were more satisfied with sessions that they perceived would 
be of practical help to them in enacting their projects, as contrasted with sessions that were perceived 
as overly abstract or theory-based. The sessions, such as teamwork, that were seen as not focused CILP 
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on CILs’ needs tended to attract comments such as “[this session was] poorly defined in relation to 
our specific objectives as curriculum leaders” or “this was another in a series of presentations based 
upon managerialism and managerialist perspectives which are antithetical to our needs as collegial 
academics…it offered our projects very little if anything, i.e., no relevance…” CILP 
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Table 5.  CIL Ratings of Various PD Workshop Logistical Features by Session 
 
 
number of activities   
 
PD workshop 
 
too   too 
many  few 
           
Action research (n=9)  0%  11%  78%  11%  0% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  17%  50%  33%  0% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  0%  83%  17%  0% 
Managing change (n=8)  0%  0%  50%  25%  25% 
Teamwork (n=6)  0%  17%  33%  17%  33% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  20%  0%  40%  20%  0% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  0%  75%  13%  13% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
0%  25%  75%  0%  0% 
           
pace   
 
PD workshop 
 
too   too 
slow  fast 
           
Action research (n=9)  11%  33%  44%  11%  0% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  0%  83%  17%  0% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  0%  50%  50%  0% CILP 
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Managing change (n=8)  0%  0%  88%  13%  0% 
Teamwork (n=6)  33%  17%  0%  50%  0% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  0%  0%  60%  40%  0% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  0%  75%  13%  13% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
0%  0%  50%  50%  0% 
           
length   
 
PD workshop 
 
too   too 
short  long 
           
Action research (n=9)  0%  0%  56%  33%  11% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  33%  50%  17%  0% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  33%  50%  17%  0% 
Managing change (n=8)  0%  0%  63%  25%  13% 
Teamwork (n=6)  0%  17%  50%  0%  33% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  0%  0%  40%  60%  0% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  0%  75%  13%  13% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
0%  50%  50%  0%  0% 
           
location   
 
PD workshop 
 
very   very 
inconvenient  convenient CILP 
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Action research (n=9)  0%  0%  0%  33%  67% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  0%  17%  33%  50% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  0%  17%  0%  67% 
Managing change (n=8)  0%  0%  13%  25%  50% 
Teamwork (n=6)  0%  0%  17%  33%  17% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  0%  0%  20%  0%  60% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  0%  0%  13%  88% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
0%  0%  25%  0%  75% 
           CILP 
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Table 5.  CIL Ratings (Continued…/) 
 
schedule   
 
PD workshop 
 
very   very 
inconvenient  convenient 
           
Action research (n=9)  0%  33%  11%  33%  22% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  0%  33%  33%  33% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  0%  17%  33%  33% 
Managing change (n=8)  0%  0%  13%  50%  25% 
Teamwork (n=6)  0%  0%  17%  33%  17% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  0%  0%  20%  20%  40% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  0%  0%  13%  88% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
0%  0%  50%  25%  25% 
           
 
 
CILs’ recommendations included “more focus on our projects—[this session] was too abstract, too 
many empty concepts…” and “more practical aspects targeted to School-based curriculum rather than 
general theory.” Those sessions that were highly rated, such as the last two on project facilitation, 
attracted more positive ratings because they were seen as “”task-oriented” and involved “working on 
[our] actual project“ or “[building] capacity to provide practical tools etc. to move [our] projects 
forward…positively.” 
 
The benefits of peer-to-peer interaction and support, and project-focused discussions perceived by 
the CILs, were also evident from comments made during interviews with the evaluator, around the 
topic of an evolving community of practice. Although not every CIL perceived the community as 
valuable, the great majority did, as illustrated by the following interview excerpts: 
 
Within the group there are individuals who have come together and are acting as 
their own community of practice—all have different projects but we are talking and 
will continue to serve each other as “critical friends”… 
 CILP 
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I see value in talking about—collectively reflecting...I really enjoyed presenting my 
project—the Community of Practice was a supportive forum and provided feedback, 
so this was invaluable and confidence-building. 
 
The Community of Practice has been important as a reference base, and a sounding 
board, and a support network, to learn from each other’s experiences. The 
sustainability of the community of practice? I’m not sure, but it’s valuable now.  
 
It’s interesting—this has been one of the best parts of the project; that is, talking to 
different people across the University. This has provided us with networks and ways 
of working. Rather than being talked at, talking to and hearing from each other about 
alternative approaches. We can take on board what seems useful and leave what is 
not. 
 
 
One further issue was investigated using the professional development satisfaction survey. The 
survey included the assessment of CILs’ views on the degree to which concepts, skills or strategies 
learned via the provided program of professional development would flow through to benefit their 
students in substantive ways. Figures 1 through 3 portray CILs’ ratings for the sessions on action 
research (session 1), managing change (session 4) and project facilitation (session 7). These three 
were chosen for inclusion in this report because each represents the views of 8 or more CILs, which 
constitutes more than 50%--a majority—of the Curriculum Improvement Project’s participants. 
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Table 6. CIL Ratings of Various PD Facilitator Features by Session 
 
 
facilitator's knowledge   
 
PD workshop 
 
not at all  very 
knowledgeable  knowledgeable 
           
Action research (n=9)  0%  0%  22%  44%  33% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  0%  0%  17%  83% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  0%  0%  17%  83% 
Managing change (n=8)  0%  0%  0%  25%  75% 
Teamwork (n=6)  0%  0%  0%  50%  33% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  0%  0%  0%  0%  80% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  0%  0%  0%  100% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
0%  0%  0%  0%  100% 
           
organization   
 
PD workshop 
 
very   very well 
disorganized  organized 
           
Action research (n=9)  0%  11%  22%  56%  11% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  0%  0%  17%  83% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  0%  0%  33%  67% 
Managing change (n=8)  0%  0%  0%  38%  63% CILP 
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Teamwork (n=6)  0%  0%  17%  50%  33% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  0%  0%  0%  60%  40% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  0%  0%  13%  88% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
0%  0%  0%  50%  50% 
           
clarity   
 
PD workshop 
 
very   very 
confusing  clear 
           
Action research (n=9)  0%  33%  22%  44%  0% 
Strategic planning (n=6)  0%  0%  0%  0%  100% 
Leadership (n=6)  0%  0%  17%  33%  50% 
Managing change (n=8)  0%  0%  0%  50%  50% 
Teamwork (n=6)  0%  17%  17%  17%  33% 
Graduate Attributes (n=5)  0%  0%  0%  40%  60% 
Project facilitation: Part 1 
(n=8) 
0%  0%  0%  0%  100% 
Project facilitation: Part 2 
(n=4) 
0%  0%  0%  50%  50% 
           
 
 
As depicted in Figure 1, a majority of workshop respondents predicted that their learning in action 
research and reflective practice would result in moderate to strong benefits for their students’ 
motivation, satisfaction, communication, critical thinking and independent learning. Put another way, a 
majority of CILs at this session saw the professional development as ultimately useful for their 
students, given the intent of their component projects, and their disciplinary contexts. CILP 
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Less positively, and as portrayed by Figure 2, CILs ratings were not as assured for the potential 
flow-on benefits of the workshop on managing change. For this professional development, 50% of the 
participants saw a potentially strong benefit to students in terms of their ethical awareness and 
sensitivity. A more modest 40% saw potentially strong benefits for students’ critical and creative 
thinking. 
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Action Research and Reflective Practice
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
motivation?
satisfaction?
communication?
critical and creative
thinking?
independent learning?
ethical awareness and
sensitivity?
To what extent do you 
envision this PD contributing 
to enhancements of your 
students'
Respondents (n = 9)
moderately (3) much/very much (4&5)
 
Figure 1. CIL Ratings of the Extent to which Professional Development on Action Research is 
Likely to Benefit Various Student Outcomes. 
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Managing Change
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
motivation?
satisfaction?
communication?
critical and creative
thinking?
independent learning?
ethical awareness
and sensitivity?
To what extent do you 
envision this PD 
contributing to 
enhancements of your 
students'
Respondents (n = 8)
moderately (3) much/very much (4&5)
 
Figure 2. CIL Ratings of the Extent to which Professional Development on Managing Change is 
Likely to Benefit Various Student Outcomes. 
 
 
In contrast, CILs’ ratings for the potential benefits to their students as a result of their experience of 
the professional development on project facilitation showed strong consensus across respondents 
that students were likely to benefit on a number of dimensions, including: motivation, satisfaction, 
communication, critical thinking and independent learning. Collectively, these three figures again 
demonstrate the close association between participants’ perceptions regarding the degree to which 
any professional development session is aligned with their practical needs and their related 
perceptions of the potential benefits that could be accrued for their students as a result. 
 CILP 
Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through 
School-based Curriculum Improvement Leaders 
 
 
    58 
Project Facilitation
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
motivation?
satisfaction?
communication?
critical and creative
thinking?
independent learning?
ethical awareness
and sensitivity?
To what extent do you 
envision this PD contributing 
to enhancements of your 
students'
Respondents (n = 8)
moderately (3) much/very much (4&5)
 
Figure 3. CIL Ratings of the Extent to which Professional Development on Project Facilitation 
is Likely to Benefit Various Student Outcomes. 
 
 
 
curriculum improvement leaders’ 
School-based projects 
 
As noted above, following initial planning, and subsequent capacity-building (professional 
development) stages, the application stage of the Curriculum Improvement Leaders project is recently 
underway at Murdoch University. Thus, the second part of the Evaluation Findings section addresses 
CILs’ planning for their School-based projects. The data for this part are drawn largely from 
face-to-face interviews conducted with selected CILs during the transition from capacity-building to 
application. (For the complete interview protocol, please see Appendix 3.) 
 
At least three of the interview questions asked of the CILs are of direct relevance here. First, CILs 
were asked: 
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Turning to your role/participation as a CIL, could you describe (talk a bit about) your 
own project within the overall effort? What are the aims/objectives of your particular 
project? What will you try to achieve? 
 
Second, CILs were further prompted to share the mechanisms or strategies that they are planning to 
use in the enactment of their School-based curriculum improvement projects: 
 
How (by what means or processes) are you intending to achieve the aims and 
objectives of your own project? How will you recognize success? What indicators will 
you look to in gauging the extent to which your project has been successful? 
 
And third, CILs were asked to hypothesize about potential facilitators and barriers to the successful 
implementation of their School-based projects: 
Given what you’ve described about the overall project, your particular project, and 
your experience of the professional development so far, looking forward what do you 
see as potential barriers (challenges) that you will face (need to overcome) to 
successfully implement your project? And, in what ways can the project (leadership 
and/or staff) be helpful to you in achieving your intended project outcomes? 
 
In responding to these questions, a couple of commonalties are evident across the project plans of 
those CILs interviewed. First, the curriculum improvement efforts envisioned by all of the CILs 
extended beyond their own units (courses) to encompass larger programs or courses of study. Thus, 
for those interviewed to this point, project plans truly involve aspects of leadership on their part to 
engage other academics within their programs or Schools. Most had already made their disciplinary 
colleagues aware of their intentions, and required the participation of colleagues, as well as the 
support of their Head of School, for the eventual success of their curriculum improvement efforts. The 
description provided by one of the interviewees is illustrative: 
 
My intent is to bring these people together—to establish a School-based “community 
of practice,” a community of engagement—and to develop these structures so that 
we can have a set of conversations about curriculum and about teaching and 
learning. I have a group of interested colleagues and will do a set of 
workshops…beginning with a conversation around what constitutes good 
curriculum… 
 
Second, across a number of the project plans, there is evident a shared view that courses of study 
(programs) currently on offer are lacking in coherence, in developmental articulation, and in best CILP 
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practices in teaching and learning that meet the needs of students. Therefore, there was evident a 
commitment to beginning the process of curriculum improvement by first examining what currently 
exists with a view to improvement for both students and the academics teaching in these courses. 
The following excerpts speak to this orientation: 
 
There have been a number of new programs of study [developed] over the last few 
years, but they haven’t changed teaching much. [My intended] project looks at 
students’ experience of these programs… 
 
… [my project is based on the view that the] quality of the course of study is more 
than the quality of the individual units summed together… 
 
However, while it was evident that the CILs interviewed had relatively clear ideas about what they 
wanted to do for their School-based curriculum improvement projects, and (for the most part) how 
they intended going about these projects, it was also evident that they were substantially more 
reticent and equivocal about what would be considered reasonable indicators of project success. 
Some spoke about the sustainability of their efforts as a key indicator, while others noted that these 
types of project are long-term by their very nature, and by implication therefore, indicators of project 
success would be elusive in the shorter term. Some indicated that simply accomplishing a process by 
which broadly-based discussions around curriculum—and by extension, teaching—could take place 
would constitute project success. The following comment is typical of this view: 
 
I can’t say just yet [regarding measures of success], as to what the staff will say…so 
achieving discussion around a set of issues, and then engaging in some collective 
decision-making, that would be good—sufficient—success... 
 
In identifying potential barriers and possible facilitators to the success of their projects, the CILs 
interviewed noted two themes—institutional support and time—as critical factors. One CIL expressed 
the view that “perceived lack of structural support, at the institutional level” may be due to the ongoing 
organizational review and restructuring currently underway at Murdoch in that this has been a 
substantial distraction for many academics and Schools. Others noted that time continues to be for 
academics the most precious resource, as illustrated by these comments 
 
I can’t think of anything other than time [as a potential barrier]… 
 
[I will be] much busier in S2 2007, so time is a factor… CILP 
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Workload [time and space] to do the work needed. For me, personally, this is a high 
priority, but that’s not the case for everyone…   
 
Other specific facilitators of the School-based curriculum improvement efforts that were noted were 
generally in two areas: more overt institutional support, and sustaining the Community of Practice that 
has evolved over the course of the professional development/capacity building stage. The following 
comments underline these points: 
 
A general commitment to talking w/ the Deputy Vice Chancellor Academic (DVCA) 
about increased structural support. Positional power is very important and a little 
more overt support would be good. 
 
The most helpful thing that they (the project leadership team) can do is to keep the 
group (i.e., Community of Practice) together—we need to have structured 
opportunities for doing that [being together]. 
 CILP 
Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through 
School-based Curriculum Improvement Leaders 
 
 
    62 
1
st interim 
Project 
Evaluation 
report 
2007 
 
 
Section 4. Discussion 
 
 
contextual overview 
 
This first interim evaluation report provides formative appraisal of Murdoch University’s Enhancing the 
Student Educational Experience through School-based Curriculum Improvement Leaders project. This 
project is a 2-year effort (mid-2006 through mid-2008) funded by the Carrick Institute for Learning and 
Teaching in Higher Education, an initiative of the Australian Government Department of Education 
Science and Training, under its Leadership for Excellence in Learning and Teaching program. The 
central intent of the Murdoch University project is to systematically build the capacity of academic 
Curriculum Improvement Leaders through professional development to work with their colleagues in 
conceptualizing, leading and effecting sustainable curriculum change aligned with School and 
University educational goals, strategic directions and priorities. 
 
The approach adopted in the project directly addresses the finding of the Panter Report and the 
Murdoch Education Plan. The Panter Report: 
 
• identified the need to develop leadership capacity in academic staff at all levels; 
• recommended a high priority be placed on staff development activities which stress 
curriculum development; 
• suggested that Schools and divisions and their managers be given a large measure of 
direct responsibility for staff development. 
 
In addition, the Murdoch University 2003-2007 Strategic Plan has the following educational goals: 
 
To provide quality contemporary education which empowers the students of today to 
live and work in the world of tomorrow.  CILP 
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All graduates require in-depth knowledge of a field of study with an awareness of 
other disciplines, and the capacity to communicate effectively, work collaboratively 
and independently, think critically and creatively and understand ethical and social 
justice issues. 
 
In recognition of the University’s pursuit of these goals to encourage best practice in learning and 
teaching, the Australian Universities Quality Audit Panel commended Murdoch teachers for 
demonstrating genuine commitment to enhancing the quality of the student experience and fostering a 
student-centred approach. It is an aim of this project to build upon these values through development 
of Curriculum Improvement Leaders supported by processes designed to disseminate sustainable 
models for on-going curriculum improvement.  The AUQA Report makes the following statement in 
support of the recommendation it makes below: 
 
The capability of the university to undergo revitalisation and cultural renewal will to a 
large extent be dependent on the organisation’s ability to reinvigorate its staffing 
profile (2006:49). CILP 
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Recommendation 9 
AUQA recommends that Murdoch University urgently develops systems to attract, 
support, and advance early career academics across all aspects of teaching, 
research, and engagement; and encourages such staff to engage in the University’s 
strategic change processes, so they can be actively involved in the shape of the 
institution’s future (2006:49). 
 
In concept and design therefore, this project contributes to the above recommendation through its 
capacity building of Curriculum Improvement Leaders, who have the knowledge, skills and ability to 
lead sustainable curriculum change in their Schools. Using qualitative as well as quantitative 
measures and addressing the views of a range of stakeholders in accounting for the cultural, 
disciplinary and operational perspectives involved, this project’s intention is to build a comprehensive 
understanding of how to continue to improve educational outcomes for students within specific School 
contexts and curriculums. 
 
 
summary of findings 
 
It has been noted previously and is here re-emphasized that this first interim evaluation report is of a 
preliminary and formative nature. The report is preliminary in that CILs’ School-based projects are just 
recently underway across the nine participating Schools of the University. The report is formative in 
that the data that have been gathered related to professional development (leadership capacity 
building) and planning for the School-based projects are provided to the project coordination group, 
and other stakeholders, primarily for improvement purposes so that project resources may be more 
effectively directed toward those planned objectives or processes that currently appear more 
challenging. These evaluation findings should not be seen in any sense as an assessment of the 
efficacy of the project. Thus, this first interim report has focused on intended processes for providing 
appropriate professional development for the Curriculum Improvement Leaders, as well as providing 
some relevant baseline data on the conceptualization and planning of School-based Curriculum 
Improvement projects. 
  
Given these evaluation parameters as well as the data gathered and examined to this point, it can be 
concluded at the beginning of the application stage, that Murdoch University’s Curriculum 
Improvement Leaders project has enjoyed successful planning and capacity-building stages that have 
laid the foundation for the successful and sustainable implementation of curriculum improvement 
projects across nine Schools. This overall conclusion is based on data gathered through mid-2007, 
including the review of relevant project documents, direct observations of professional development 
sessions, interviews with selected CILs, and the analysis of satisfaction survey data gathered after CILP 
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each professional development session provided to Curriculum Improvement Leaders during 
Semester 1, 2007.  
 
At the time of this report writing, and in keeping with the project’s planned processes, a program of 
eight sessions of various topics of professional development has been provided for Curriculum 
Improvement Leaders. Overall, this professional development has been consistently, although 
moderately, well-attended, and relatively well-received by the project’s CILs. This has particularly 
been the case for those capacity-building sessions seen as well aligned with CILs’ practical needs for 
implementing School-based curriculum improvement. In this regard, the project leadership has been 
demonstrably responsive to the CILs’ expressed needs for practical guidance on facilitating curriculum 
improvement within their School contexts, resulting in the last two sessions being tailored to focus on 
practical and proven strategies for project facilitation. Further, a number of the professional 
development sessions were favourably received by CILs not only in terms of their relevance and 
practicality, but also in terms of their potential flow-through benefits for students, on dimensions 
aligned with Murdoch’s Strategic Plan. 
 
Additionally, CILs have actively engaged in conceptualizing, planning and sharing their School-based 
projects among their peers, and many CILs have coalesced in a supportive Community of Practice. 
The former appears encouraging at this stage because the component projects—for the most part—
require CILs’ broad leadership within their Schools, and address broadly conceived curriculum 
improvement efforts that go beyond the confines of two or three units and appear well-aligned with the 
priorities of Schools and the University. Thus, at the minute, the spirit of the overall Curriculum 
Improvement Leaders project appears well-captured in CILs’ School-based projects. The latter has 
also been of significant importance as many of the CILs are not positional leaders within their School 
contexts, and many are not academics holding senior ranks; thus, the moral and substantive support 
structures provided by the Community of Practice has been, and will continue to be, a critical factor for 
the eventual success of the School-based projects. 
 
 
formative recommendations 
 
Beyond noting the project’s accomplishments, this interim formative evaluation report is also obliged 
to provide note of areas that seem to warrant special attention and effort, given the targets laid out by 
the intended outcomes of Murdoch’s Curriculum Improvement Leaders project. Thus, given the 
findings detailed in the previous section, and based largely on survey, observation and interview data, 
five recommendations are suggested for consideration by the project’s coordination group. 
 
1.  Continued support for the Community of Practice. As detailed above, many of the CILs 
have come together to form a supportive network in which ideas and strategies related to CILP 
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the implementation of the School-based projects can be shared and refined. The 
usefulness and effectiveness of this Community of Practice is amplified in the current 
project because many of the CILs are neither positional leaders nor senior academics 
within their academic contexts. In ensuring the continued success of the project, the 
coordination group should ensure that the Community of Practice is sustained through the 
regular provision of time, space and appropriate resources that nurture its continued 
development. 
 
2.  Continued provision of professional development related to project facilitation. In 
providing feedback via the satisfaction surveys, or via the interviews, a number of CILs 
noted that they would have preferred the sessions on project facilitation earlier in the 
program of professional development, and also would like more of the same. These two 
sessions also attracted the highest satisfaction ratings of any of the workshops offered. 
Given these positive outcomes and also that not all CILs were in attendance for this 
session, it would seem appropriate to ask the CILs if more on this topic, from this 
facilitator, would be helpful. Such a session might include discussion of and a suite of 
strategies for overcoming challenges encountered in the School-based projects to this 
juncture.  
 
3.  Focused examination and discussion on the identification of reasonable key indicators of 
School-based project success. As described in the Findings section of this report, most 
CILs interviewed are quite articulate in describing the intended objectives and processes 
of their School-based projects. However, they seem considerably more reticent and 
equivocal when asked to describe potential indicators of success for their projects. It 
would therefore seem advisable that this topic be addressed by the project coordinators, 
directly with the CILs through additional professional development provided by a facilitator 
with first-hand, practical experience of identifying key indicators of success for similar 
projects. 
 
4.  Mechanisms for enhancing CIL participation/accountability. CILs’ attendance rates 
throughout the program of professional development, as well as at other project-related 
meetings or activities, have been described above on a couple of occasions as moderate. 
This is apparent not only to the evaluator, but also to those CILs who attend project 
activities consistently (as agreed) and contribute substantively. From an accountability 
standpoint, as well as fair treatment across CILs and Schools, it would seem appropriate 
for the project leadership to remind participants of their obligations to the overall effort (if 
this has not already been done). Going forward, it would also seem appropriate to have in 
place accountability and support mechanisms that help ensure participation as planned 
and contractually promised.  
 
5.  Enhancement of overt institutional recognition and support for the School-based CILs and 
their curriculum improvement projects. When asked for suggestions as to how they might 
be better supported to enhance the likely success of their curriculum improvement efforts, 
a couple of the CILs commented that it would be helpful if there were overt support for the 
initiative, and for its component School-based projects, from Murdoch at the institutional 
level. It has been apparent that a project as broadly based as this, aligned with the 
University’s stated priorities, and directly or indirectly involving numerous academic staff 
across nine Schools, has to date not attracted more overt and supportive comment from 
the University’s academic leadership. At the same time, it is noted that the University’s CILP 
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senior administration has recently been focused on the structural review and 
reorganization of the University, and its new strategic plan (known as Murdoch 2010). In 
other words, the attention of the University’s senior administration is well occupied. 
Nevertheless, whatever leverage that can be brought to bear on the administration to 
express overt support for the project would seemingly be welcomed by and supportive of 
the CILs’ curriculum improvement projects, as well as providing tangible demonstration 
that the administrative places high value on curriculum, teaching, and student outcomes. 
 
These recommendations are offered in the spirit of formative feedback for project improvement and 
continued success, based on the intended outcomes that the Curriculum Improvement Leaders 
project has set for itself over the second year of the project. This discussion and the report’s 
recommendations should not be misconstrued as assessment of the project’s efficacy to date. 
Overall, the Curriculum Improvement Leaders project has to this point operated efficiently and has 
achieved those targets applicable to the stages of planning and capacity building, and has laid an 
appropriate foundation for successful implementation of curriculum improvement projects across nine 
Schools, aligned with Murdoch University’s strategic priorities. 
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CILP: Evaluation Tasks, 2006-2008
2006
Stage 1 (capacity building/planning & professional development) Preparation phase
Task # Task description Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
1 Develop evaluation plan, in consultation with Project Directors _ _
2 Document review to clarify purposes and implementation of project, and provide basis for 
evaluation plan and future data gathering _ _
2007
Capacity building phase Application phase
Task # Task description Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
3 Ongoing management/administration of project evaluation (including periodic meetings 
with project directors [Cummings/Shibeci] to report progress, fine-tune evaluation targets 
and procedures)
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
4 Document review to clarify purposes and monitor implementation of project, and provide 
basis for refinements in evaluation plan and future data gathering
_ _ _ _ _ _
5 In consultation with Project Directors, develop professional development satisfaction 
questionnaire for use with Curriculum Improvement Leaders _ _
6 In consultation with Project Directors, develop interview protocols for use with 
Curriculum Improvement Leaders, post-professional development
_ _
7 Attend/observe selected professional development training provided for Curriculum 
Improvement Leaders _ _ _ _ _
8 Conduct in-person interviews with Curriculum Leaders representing each of nine different 
schools _ _
9 Analyze quantitative questionnaire data and qualitative interview data to inform interim 
evaluation report on Stage 1 of the project  _
10 Prepare interim evaluation report on Stage 1 of the project by COB Friday July 6th 2007
_ _
Stage 2 (application of action research or miniprojects in schools)
11 In consultation with Project Directors, develop evaluation protocols for use across 
Curriculum Improvement Leaders' action research or mini-projects, in alignment with 
outcomes identified for team projects
_ _
12 Attend/observe selected representative implementation sessions for Curriculum 
Improvement Leaders' action research or mini-projects _ _ _
13 Refine interview protocols for use with Curriculum Improvement Leaders, post-action 
research or mini-project implementation _ _
14 Conduct second in-person interviews with Curriculum Leaders representing each of nine 
different schools _ _
15 Review action research and/or mini-project team reports to inform evaluation report on 
Stage 2 of the project, with particular attention to the degree to which projects show 
evidence of effecting sustainable curriculum change aligned with University and School 
educational goals, strategic directions and priorities and best practice in teaching and 
learning
_ _
16 Organize and analyze interview data and action research and/or mini-project data to 
inform evaluation report on Stage 2 of the project  _
2008
Stage 3 (dissemination of results in schools, university, and higher education) Dissemination phase
Task # Task description Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul
17 Prepare interim evaluation report on Stage 2 of the project by COB Friday February 16th 
2008 _ _
18
In consultation with Project Directors, develop evaluation indicators and targets for use in 
Stage 3, Dissemination Phase _ _
19 Prepare interim evaluation report on Stage 3 of the project by COB Friday June 8th 2008
_ _ _
20
Review all qualitative and quantitative data gathered and analyzed over the duration of the 
project, and re-compare to project aims and objectives _ _
21 Prepare summative evaluation report for the project by COB Friday August 15th 2008
_ _ _
 
 CILP 
Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through 
School-based Curriculum Improvement Leaders 
 
 
    70 
 
 
1
st interim Project Evaluation report 2007 
 
appendix 2. professional development satisfaction survey 
 
 
 
1.  Name:______________________________________________ 
 
2.  Date/time of session: 
_______________________________________________________ 
 
3.  PD topic/session: 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
4.  Overall, to what degree did this PD session meet your needs as a Curriculum 
Improvement Leader? 
 
not at all    moderately    very much 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
 
5.  In particular, to what extent has your exposure to this PD enhanced the likelihood of 
 
  not at all  moderately  very much  not 
applicabl
e 
sustainable curriculum change in 
your School? 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
improved assessment and learning 
activities? 
1  2  3  4  5  6 CILP 
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higher quality learning materials?  1  2  3  4  5  6 
greater flexibility of access for 
students? 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
improved communication between 
students and staff? 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
6.  Looking ahead, to what extent do you envision this PD contributing to enhancements 
of your students’ 
 
  not at all  moderately  very much  not 
applicabl
e 
motivation?  1  2  3  4  5  6 
satisfaction?  1  2  3  4  5  6 
communication?  1  2  3  4  5  6 
critical and creative thinking?  1  2  3  4  5  6 
independent learning?  1  2  3  4  5  6 
ethical awareness and sensitivity?  1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
7.  Please describe briefly what you consider the most valuable aspect of this PD 
session. 
 
8.  Please describe briefly what you consider the least valuable aspect of this PD 
session. 
 
9.  Please rate the current PD session on the following dimensions (circle one rating for 
each dimension): 
 
   
completely   very 
irrelevant  relevant 
relevance  1  2  3  4  5 CILP 
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  completely   very 
impractical  practical 
practicality  1  2  3  4  5 
   
  too many  too few 
number of activities  1  2  3  4  5 
   
  too slow  too fast 
pace  1  2  3  4  5 
   
  too short  too long 
length  1  2  3  4  5 
   
  not at all  very  
knowledgeable  knowledgeable 
facilitators' knowledge  1  2  3  4  5 
   
  very  very 
disorganized  well organized 
organization  1  2  3  4  5 
   
  very confusing  very clear 
clarity  1  2  3  4  5 
   
  too easy  too difficult CILP 
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content difficulty  1  2  3  4  5 
   
  all review  all new to me  
content familiarity  1  2  3  4  5 
   
  not useful at all  very useful  
material usefulness  1  2  3  4  5 
   
  low quality  very high quality  
material quality  1  2  3  4  5 
   
  very   very 
inconvenient   convenient 
location  1  2  3  4  5 
   
  very   very 
inconvenient   convenient 
schedule  1  2  3  4  5 
   
 
 
10. What PD improvements/changes would you recommend? Would you recommend this 
PD to your colleagues? Why or why not? 
 
 
Thank you very much! 
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Appendix 3 Reflections on PD sessions 
CARRICK INSTITUTE 
Interim Report, July 2007 
Project Title:  Enhancing the student educational experience through School-based 
Curriculum Improvement Leaders. 
 
Short Title: The Curriculum Improvement Leaders Project (CILP). 
Professional Development Stage (2): Semester 1 
 
Introduction 
This section of the report describes the role and part played by the education developer (ED) 
who was engaged to “develop the capacity of a group of key staff to lead curriculum 
improvement within their Schools and across the university”.  The underpinning rationale for 
this approach was research which points to a distributed model of professional development 
(PD) in higher education, whereby exemplary teaching staff in Schools help their colleagues 
add value to existing programs, with support and coordination provided by a central 
professional centre (in this university, the TLC).  To achieve this distribution, the exemplary 
teaching staff, who self-selected to be a part of the project, were to be provided with 
“intensive training in curriculum improvement” in such areas as assessment practices, large 
group learning and teaching and flexible delivery materials.   
In the following sections, the methodology that identified PD needs, similar or in addition to 
those suggested in the Carrick proposal, the PD structure that emerged, and the challenges 
and outcomes of the Stage 2 PD will be described.  
Methodology 
Towards the end of Semester 2, 2006 14 CILs gathered to workshop and identify their 
particular PD needs.  Prior to the workshop the ED, in conjunction with the Project Steering 
Committee identified two key terms that framed the project.  These were ‘curriculum’ and 
‘leadership’.  After locating relevant literature, the terms were unpacked, and two tables were 
created with a number of key words and phrases.  These tables formed the basis of the 
workshop in that CILs were asked to work their way through to determine what concepts they 
believed they were already familiar with and what ‘development’ was still required.  They were 
then asked if they perceived any gaps in the tables and a few other concepts were added.  A 
further part of the workshop involved the CILs identifying any constraints to the success of 
their projects and agreeing on both timing and scheduling for the workshops.  While the CILs 
were financed for a full day’s release, they requested that flexibility be built into the program.  
Rather than attend full day workshops, they settled on half days of 3½ hours each.   Other 
meeting rooms were booked for half days to enable them to meet and share if they wished.   
The data collected in the workshop were analysed and a model was developed (see 
attachment) that divided PD into a core component and an elective component.  This was fed 
back to the CILs who agreed with both content, structure and scheduling.  Facilitators were 
approached and the program was in place for the beginning of Semester 1, 2007.   CILP 
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Core workshops were as follows: 
•  Action research and reflective practice; 
•  Strategic planning processes; 
•  Transformational/sustainable leadership; 
•  Initiating and managing change; and 
•  Team building.  
Proposed electives included such topics as emotional intelligence, conflict resolution and 
mentoring, embedding graduate attributes, alignment of unit outcomes with assessment and 
course outcomes, critically engaging students, etc. It was proposed to develop on-line 
courses on these topics, but instead, further workshops were arranged on graduate attributes 
in the context of this university’s School Development Process, as well as problem definition, 
group problem solving techniques and stakeholder analysis.  
Following each core workshop, CILs were asked to complete an evaluation form, which 
provided data on the effectiveness, or otherwise of the workshops.  The outcomes of the 
evaluation will be reported separately.   
Outcomes 
The key outcome expected of the PD stage was for (the now 13) CILs to have the 
“knowledge, skills and ability to lead sustainable curriculum change in their Schools”.  
Secondary outcomes proposed for the medium term were for improved assessment and 
learning activities, and improved communication between students and between students and 
staff.   
While individual CILs indicated that they gained much from the workshops, they also stated 
that this gain was less about knowledge and skills development than about being provided 
with opportunities to raise awareness and think about ideas and concepts from other 
disciplines.  Some have expressed that, even more importantly, was the opportunity provided 
to them to build ‘community’ through collaboration and discussion with academics from 
different parts of the University.  
Challenges 
During the PD stage, a number of challenges and constraints emerged, which are worth 
noting.  These included: 
 
•  Workshops scheduled to fit in with academic timetables. Support was garnered from 
Heads of School but at the end of 2006, in two cases, this was withdrawn resulting in 
clashes between classes and CILP workshops; 
•  There was some confusion about how the qualitative ‘action research’ methodology 
that framed the Carrick project would fit with quantitative scientific and positivist 
approaches; CILP 
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•  Different ‘meanings’ were attributed to teaching and learning theories and philosophy; 
•  The ‘managerial’ or ‘organisational’ context used by some workshop facilitators put a 
few CILs off-side; 
•  A major structural review of the University occurring during this stage caused 
uncertainty and cynicism; 
•  Maintaining motivation throughout the term of the project by both CILs and other 
academics in Schools was raised as an issue on several occasions; 
•  CILs indicated their need to balance the vision for change and improvement with the 
constraints on their time, their perceived lack of support from senior management and 
gaining a common view from within their Schools; 
•  There was resistance by some CILs to the ideas and approaches of others in different 
disciplines; 
Finally, and perhaps the biggest challenge expressed by CILs, was their lack of belief in the 
sustainability of outcomes proposed for the Carrick Project and their own projects.  There was 
a sense of ‘resignation’ tempered with ‘realism’ based on their previous experience with 
change and proposed changes at the institutional level.  This has been identified as an area 
that still needs to be worked on.   
Overcoming the challenges 
During Stage 2, many opportunities were created at both a formal and informal level for CILs 
to meet and discuss issues and challenges raised.  Two of the arranged workshops also 
provided a structured forum for them to really consider their perceived constraints, and 
identify alternative solutions.  These discussions were mostly undertaken in a frank and 
honest way in an environment of openness and trust.  As such, they were generally 
constructive and usually revealing.   
What emerged from these meetings was a more balanced view by CILs of the reality of 
‘context’ with their capacity to effect change as ‘non-positional’ leaders.  They made 
conscious decisions to acknowledge the risks and uncertainties associated with the project, 
“to do them anyway”, and to trust their colleagues, although it was not clear whether this trust 
extended to the University’s senior management.  A number of articles were loaded onto 
WebCT which addressed some of the challenges associated with theory and meaning, but 
CILs also tended to search for their own literature and to choose project methodologies that 
they were comfortable with.  This was facilitated through the flexibility inherent in the action 
research methodology.  Also, one of the workshops  (over two sessions) provided a ‘way 
forward’ in that it outlined practical strategies they could use to bring on board their 
colleagues and address their concerns with ‘positional’ leaders in their Schools.  Finally, 
collegial networks were created with some of the CILs and this provided some of their 
greatest support and motivation to pursue their projects.   
On the negative side, six CILs attended the workshops intermittently.  This has had the effect 
of compromising the support offered and received from both their CIL colleagues and the CILP 
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steering committee, and it has potentially threatened the efficacy of the proposed ‘collective’ 
voice to promote curriculum improvement on behalf of all of their academic colleagues.  Each 
of the six was followed up, and legitimate reasons were given for their non-attendance, 
however, it might be worth considering for future projects some means of substitution where it 
is has become clear that members are not able to meet their obligations.   
Conclusion 
This report has outlined the background to this project, the PD and the challenges and 
outcomes of its implementation.  As with any project there have been a few hiccoughs, but for 
the most part outcomes have been positive, even if not achieved as expected or hoped.  
Perhaps the most positive outcome, however, has been the level of motivation and 
enthusiasm of just a few individuals who have sustained the project to this point.  It is through 
their contribution, commitment and dedication that the opportunity and potential for learning 
by all stakeholders in this project has been enhanced.  Another positive outcome has been 
the project vision articulated by all CILs through their recent interim reports, with every one 
expressing a desire to achieve collective improvement – not just individual ‘glory’.   A final 
challenge remains in sustaining this dedication.  
Dr Susan Roberts 
Education Developer 
11 July 2007 CILP 
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Appendix 4 Notes on Visit by Emeritus Professor Lesley Parker 
The Carrick Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education Grants 
Scheme  
 
Program: Leadership for Excellence in Learning and Teaching  
 
Project:  LD610, Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through School-
based Curriculum Improvement Leaders 
Notes on Visit by Emeritus Professor Lesley Parker to the 
Lead  Institution  for  the  Project,  Murdoch  University,  13 
August, 2007 
 
I  Team Members Present at Visit:   
A total of 20 team members were present including those identified in boldface 
type on the attached list (page 4), and   Professor Jan Thomas (DVC Academic) 
        Kate Lowe (Steering Committee member) 
Renato Schibeci (Project Co-Director) 
Rick Cummings (Project Co-Director) 
Linda Butcher (Project Manager) 
Sue Roberts (Professional Development Designer) 
Andrew McConney (Independent Evaluator) 
Rob Phillips (Steering Committee Member) 
The meeting took the form of a lively, free-wheeling discussion over lunch, with all 
present contributing.     
 
 
 
 
 CILP 
Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through 
School-based Curriculum Improvement Leaders 
 
 
    79 
II  Overall progress:  
The Project began as scheduled in July, 2006.  Progress Report 1 was submitted to 
the Carrick Institute in April 2007 (a little behind schedule).  The Year 1 Report and 
Financial Acquittal was overdue at the time of the visit, but it was anticipated that 
it would be forwarded in the near future.  This is a large and complex project, 
consisting of nine sub-projects (from a wide diversity of academic areas), working 
with significant input from the Project Co-Directors, the Teaching and Learning 
Centre (TLC) and a Project Steering Committee.  By any standards, the 
management of the project is a challenging task and, in this regard, the work of 
the Project Manager (from within the TLC on a 1-day-per-week basis) was clearly 
appreciated by the members of the team.  The project has had no specific setbacks 
and, despite its complexity and diversity, has achieved much in terms of the 
schedule set out in the original proposal.  
 
The Project Team showed considerable collective energy and passion about good 
teaching (and its recognition within the university).  The members present at the 
meeting clearly appreciated the time and “headspace” afforded to them by the project 
and were excited by its emerging outcomes (see VI below).  They indicated that they 
were learning much from one another, and felt “empowered” by the project to act as 
change agents (although preferring not to be called “curriculum leaders”).   They 
noted that although “mentoring” by staff outside the project had been offered to them 
as part of their participation in the project, this was proving to be unnecessary, 
because much peer-mentoring was occurring amongst the “leaders” of the nine sub-
projects.    
 
It was noted that ethics approval for the project was proving to be protracted and 
cumbersome. The University regarded the project as “research”, and required each 
of the nine sub-projects to gain approval independently.  To date only one approval 
had been granted.  
 
III  Budget: 
The Project is currently operating within budget due to prudent management.  
Some small savings have been effected on the initial budget (e.g. the removal of 
evaluator’s travel, because a local person has been contracted).  It was remarked 
that Murdoch University (unlike most other universities) is not taking the 15% 
overheads for Carrick Institute projects.  
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IV  Communication with the Carrick Institute 
Communication with the Carrick Institute has been satisfactory.   
 
V  Synergies with Other Projects 
The Project Team was alert to possibilities for synergies with other projects and 
had initiated a meeting of participants in all WA Carrick Leadership Projects (18 
attended from ECU, Curtin and Murdoch).  Collaboration was discussed but time 
pressures are such that nothing further has occurred at this stage.  The Team as a 
whole (especially the Co-Directors) were keen to have information about other 
Carrick Institute projects.  
 
VI  Impact within the Lead Institution: 
Anecdotal evidence from participants indicated institutional benefits as follows: 
•  Better communication across discipline areas, because of the development 
of a “shared language” and increased understanding across the 
participating areas –  development of networks amongst staff and sharing of 
ideas and issues within these networks. 
•  Increased collaboration within each of the participating schools. 
•  The emergence of the group as a whole as a “community of practice”  
•  Preliminary recognition of the potential for the student experience to 
change from particularistic and possibly fragmented (i.e one experienced 
as individual “units”) to integrated 
•  Preliminary recognition of the potential for teaching to be valued seriously 
by the University (i.e. a cultural change towards parity of esteem between 
teaching and research) and identification of institutional strategies to 
facilitate this (e.g. changes to the academic promotions policy, allocation 
of teaching-specific funding etc) 
•  Preliminary recognition that a “whole of campus sensibility” could emerge, 
associated with curriculum improvement and high quality student 
experiences.  
 
VII  Evaluation 
Project evaluation is an integral part of this project (beginning with the 
appointment of the Project Evaluator in November 2006).  The Evaluator’s 
approach is outlined in Progress Report 1 (pp 2,3).    The Evaluator commented 
that the project is “ambitious”, “organic”, “messy” and “complex”, and that this 
very complexity is one of its strengths.  His first report had focused on whole-of-CILP 
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project issues (such as the professional development and the concept of 
communities of practice).  His second would give more attention to the nine 
individual projects.  He saw the project as being less concerned with “models” of 
leadership and more concerned with learning to support and effect change and 
what it means to be a leader in a collegial environment. (Note:  the team members 
appeared to agree with this perspective). 
 
VIII  Long Term Sustainability 
The Project Team was aware that the ultimate aim of the Carrick Institute is that 
projects supported under the Grants Scheme will lead to enhancement of the 
educational experience of students and, in this regard, will contribute to long-term 
systemic change in higher education.  In this context the following issues were 
recognised as worthy of pursuit: 
 
•  The difficulty of making links between curriculum 
improvement/professional development of staff and improvements in 
student learning.  
•  The need to monitor changes in the University’s culture associated with 
valuing of teaching and research activities and the ways in which any 
revaluing affects student learning 
•  The need to unpick the meaning of the term “community of practice” in the 
context of projects of this type 
•  The need for the evaluation process to suggest ways that long term 
outcomes/effects of the project could be identified. 
•  The need for the final report to provide the kind of information that would 
be useful to other universities considering projects of this type (e.g. (i) 
details of the total cost of sustaining the project in an institution (including 
realistic costing of the time and resources for participants
6); (ii) critical 
success factors and key barriers to success; (iii) the kinds of benefits that 
could reasonably be expected from supporting this project.  
 
IX  Summary Comment 
This is an extraordinarily complex project involving diverse academic and academic 
support areas within the university.  It is well-organised and well-managed.  Much 
has been accomplished in a “process” sense and the dedication and commitment of 
                                             
6 The project funds one day per week for each “curriculum leader”.  While some participants indicated 
that their time commitment was greater than this, generally there was little comment. Whether this 
would be the case in institutions where the project was “imposed” top down rather than, as in this case, 
developed bottom up is perhaps questionable.   CILP 
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those involved is quite inspiring.  If, as foreshadowed, a major outcome of the 
project is a detailed exploration of what it means to be a curriculum leader in a 
collegial environment, this will be highly beneficial to the system as a whole.   
Lesley Parker 24 August, 2007 CILP 
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Appendix 5 Sample curriculum improvement leaders’ project final report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SCHOOL OF MEDIA COMMUNICATION AND CULTURE 
CURRICULUM: 
REVIEWING FIRST YEAR UNITS 
 
FINAL REPORT 
 
 
Sharon Delmege, Beth Pengelly, Ingrid Richardson 
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Abstract: 
 
The MCC School Review (2003) recommended rationalisation of 
its program offerings. Subsequently seven programs were 
created with modified curriculum and two programs were 
retained with revision. Curricula of all programs were 
progressively updated from 2006-2008. This project 
examined the second year of the rationalisation by interviewing 
the coordinators of first year units and addressed the following 
research questions: Has the curriculum been sufficiently 
rationalised, have essential elements of curriculum been 
retained and which changes were viable. 
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1.0 PROJECT AIMS 
 
The project aimed to practically examine the extent of successful 
rationalisation and differentiation between programs in the School 
of MCC.  
 
1. To map part one units in MCC to enable us to answer two 
questions:  
a.  What do we teach? 
b.  How do we teach it? 
 
2. To identify gaps, inconsistencies, overlaps and best practices  
 
Problem Definition: 
 
1. Current state: High teaching workload; staff attitudes of 
discrete ‘ownership’ of units; widespread disillusionment 
about university-wide restructuring. 
 
2. The problem:  
•  We considered staff may not be knowledgeable about 
units taught by others, which could lead to repetition, 
gaps and inconsistencies in curriculum content and skills 
training. 
•  The culture of the School encourages individual 
entrepreneurship and ownership of units. CILP 
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•  There have been considerable curriculum challenges 
within the School that have lead to discussion overkill 
and burnout. 
 
 We hoped to gain from this project: 
 
1. Knowledge and assurance that the first year offerings are 
sufficiently rationalised and integrated.  
2. Enhanced collegial teaching atmosphere in the school (with 
increased awareness of each others’ units). 
 
2.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
Following the School Review in 2003, two programs were retained 
with revision and seven new programs were created. The curriculum 
was progressively updated from 2006-2008. We began our 
research in the second year of rationalisation and completed it in 
the following year. The curriculum changes post-Review can be 
summarised as follows: 
 
•  A Bachelor of Mass Communication was introduced 
comprised of three programmes: Journalism, Public Relations 
and Communication, Technology and Policy (CTP). 
•  A Bachelor of Media was introduced comprised of three 
programmes: Screen and Sound, Radio and Media Studies 
respectively. CILP 
Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through 
School-based Curriculum Improvement Leaders 
 
 
    89 
•  A new program in Gender and Cultural Studies was formed 
from pre-existing programs in Communication and Cultural 
Studies and Women’s Studies.  
•  The existing Bachelor of Multimedia and Bachelor of 
Australian Indigenous Studies programs were retained with 
some revision. 
 
There is a high degree of cross-crediting of units across all 
programs, particularly at first year level, a significant degree of 
overlap in curriculum content as well as differentiation at the level 
of analytic and production-based skills.  Our task was understand 
the differentiation and overlap of the part one units. 
 
3.0 BACKGROUND 
 
The curriculum revision of 2004-5 disrupted the graduate 
mapping completed prior to the School Review in 2003. Some of 
the graduate mapping still applied when we began our interviews in 
2007 and was used as a basis for formulating questions and 
assessing the way the units interrelated.  
 
Relevant data gleaned from a number of significant ‘moments’ in 
the past year have effectively challenged and highlighted the 
impact of the curriculum revision.  The following challenges describe 
the School culture and current preoccupations.  
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3.1 External Accreditation of Transnational Program 
January 2006 
 
o  Detailed outlines of the curricula of programs for BMedia, 
Media Studies, Public Relations and CTP were developed 
for external accreditation in 2006 (by Murdoch’s KDU 
partner); 
o  Preparation for accreditation took two months of 
negotiation between staff, mostly because a great deal of 
curriculum detail had to be provided up to two years earlier 
than required by the University academic planning process.  
o  Some staff expressed resentment that our ‘reward’ for 
changing the curriculum was the extra work of producing 
curricula descriptions for programs marketed offshore by 
senior staff outside the School.   
o  The final document did demonstrate the coherence of the 
new curricula in their customised, streamlined 
transnational versions; 
o  However, the document also raised the possibility that 
some of the curricula (especially the B Mass Comms) 
might have been too tightly rationalised in that students 
at our partner institution could achieve triple majors 
between our offered programs in a three-year degree. 
o  Further Developments of this curriculum process: 
  April 2006, 3 months later, the partner requested 
that the rate of curriculum introduction be 
accelerated to allow them to compete with another 
Malaysian provider.  The full curriculum had to be 
available in 2007 not 2008; it was only luck that we 
could do this because the curricula for the whole 
School will not be revised till S2 2008. 
  In December 2006, funding arrangements for 
offshore teaching were varied under the Division’s 
centralisation project and the offer to pay the School 
for the extra teaching agreed to in April was CILP 
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withdrawn.  This generated further resentment 
amongst staff and also led to a shortfall in the 
budget which increased workloads for everyone.  
 
3.2 Revitalisation Blues 2005-6.  The Bachelors of 
Multimedia and ‘old’ Bachelor of Mass Communication also 
underwent a ‘revitalisation’ process and documentation of 
graduate satisfaction, unit surveys etc. following alleged under-
performance under the University’s CEQ (course evaluation 
questionnaire) 
 
o  There was considerable resistance to these revitalisation 
requirements because the programs were perceived by 
staff as successful, but failed to pass muster on the 
criteria employed by the CEQ process. 
o  Multimedia came into focus because it had strict quotas 
on student intake due to lack of laboratory space.  Mass 
Communication (the original BA) was in the frame because 
it had 70% international graduates, and the Murdoch 
formula followed the precedent of the DETYA data 
collection exercise that excluded International students 
from the Graduate Destination Survey. The program was 
therefore judged on the domestic cohort that had not 
performed as well as our International cohort. 
o  Arguments for revitalisation for both Programs drew upon 
the curriculum revision to make the case. 
o  However, staff were obliged to survey every unit every 
semester for 18 months and strongly advised to 
undertake professional development as if our teaching 
were at fault.  Many resented this, and curriculum revision 
became a tedious task. 
o  The AUQA (External University) audit in March 2006 
chose to showcase Mass Communication – both on- and 
off-shore, and all study guides, curriculum planning and CILP 
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revitalisation documentation had to be re-presented to 
the panel.  All this was exasperating for many staff, 
particularly as the programs only qualified for the 
attention on specious technical grounds. 
 
3.3 The Proposed Merger of School with the School of IT 
2007 
 
•  The proposal for the merger of Schools was made by the 
Executive Dean and the Head of the School of IT and 
rested on a claimed synergy in current and potential 
curricula.  MCC staff eventually opposed the suggestion, 
after a great deal of consultation within and between 
Schools. 
•  Staff of each program prepared a document outlining the 
merits and demerits of the proposed merger.  The 
curriculum was thus revisited and rediscussed once again.   
•  MCC clarified the School position in December 2006. 
However, many ideas from that proposal were reiterated in 
the models for the proposed reshuffle of Schools and 
Divisions (April 2007) and underpinned the School’s re-
situation with IT in a new Faculty of Creative Technologies 
and Media in 2008. Subsequent faculty meetings in 2008 
provided a continual ‘revisiting’ of the possibility of 
curriculum revision and its commodification.   
  
CILP project members have experienced curriculum development in 
each of the nine programs. The last three years of curriculum 
revision and subsequent developments have focused on the 
rationalisation of the curricula of the programs.  In the last year in 
the School, curriculum issues have been crucial points where staff 
have attempted to defend and maintain the integrity of both the 
School and individual programs.   CILP 
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Our project is less concerned with these questions about the value 
of our curriculum to the University as an embattled institution, and 
more concerned with the integrity of the curriculum to the 
teaching staff and its relevance to our students.    
 
4.0 METHOD: 
 
The overall curriculum project of which we were part was expressly 
formulated as an Action Research project.  However, the nature of 
our questions about curriculum, the sensitivity of curriculum 
inquiry in the School context and our own positions within the 
hierarchy of the School mitigated against the use of Action 
research in our own inquiry.  Our project therefore deployed 
interviewing as a way to engage staff in certain questions about 
curriculum development.  Given that asking questions has the 
capacity to generate interest and attention to certain aspects of 
shared problems and preoccupations, we did however concede that 
our actions in undertaking research may have effects beyond our 
intent.?? 
 
We examined study guides, reviewed School reports that deal with 
curriculum development and interviewed almost all coordinators of 
first year units.  We also interviewed other stakeholders including 
Program Chairs, and Deputy Heads of School who were involved 
with curriculum development. We collated and analysed unit 
objectives, activities and assessment by adapting a format 
originally used to articulate the curriculum to partners for CILP 
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accreditation purposes (MCC, KDU Accreditation Documents, 
2006). (See appendix.)   
 
Most staff were keen to be interviewed and the one staff member 
who refused did so because their peer mentoring advisors were 
encouraging them to say ‘no’ more often!  As two of the research 
team had worked with the staff member in their Part 1 unit, we 
were still able to represent issues and curriculum of all the Part 1 
units. Most staff were very frank about their units and program 
concerns, but a few were mildly apprehensive about our interest in 
matters that had been controversial or were still not resolved.  
However, as a research team of three members we were able to 
match interviewers and interviewees in ways that avoided areas of 
interpersonal difference that may have made interviewees 
uncomfortable and detracted from exploring curriculum concerns.  
 
The approach we developed initially drew upon the method of 
‘clarificative evaluation’ developed by Owen and Alkin (2006). 
Subsequently, our interest shifted from external evaluation 
towards an intrinsic interpretation of staff members’ 
understanding of curriculum, and qualitative interviewing became 
our primary method.  We conducted 23 interviews ranging from 30 
to 90 minutes in length, using a semi-structured interview guide 
(see appendix) to explore questions about specific curriculum 
development, its integrity and utility. 
 
5.0 DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS CILP 
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5.1 Rationalisation of the curricula  
 
This was the key question that concerned the MCC 2003 Review, 
and it had a particular meaning to all School members. 
‘Rationalisation’ was understood to be an intrinsic reshaping of 
curriculum that would allow more efficient use of resources as well 
as more effective differentiation of particular programs for our 
students. ‘Rationalisation’ might have been prompted by cost-
cutting requests from Senior Managers, but had been undertaken 
with varying degrees of enthusiasm by different individuals and 
programs.   
 
All units were targeted for major changes following the 2003 
review, and the first round of changes to programs and units 
commenced in 2006, the year before we began interviewing. 
 
Just about every staff member we interviewed considered that 
the curriculum changes effected had been a success.  Apart from 
the taken-for-granted consensus there were a number of other 
indications that the changes had been effective. For instance, 
many staff indicated that changes to units for 2007 were minor 
in response to student feedback or fine-tuning previous changes to 
the unit. That only minor changes needed to be made indicates 
some faith that the substantial changes of the year before were 
sustainable. CILP 
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Understanding the standards against which the changes were 
being measured was a more difficult task.  We asked staff whether 
they had found graduate mapping of their units (a requirement for 
the Review process) a source of issues to address in revision, and 
most considered that the exercise had not generated the issues 
they addressed. The terms of reference for the evaluation of past 
failings of curricula and how to remedy them were developed in 
terms of the relevance of our programs to particular professional 
groups, or ‘industry’ requirements as well as the performance of 
similar academic offerings at other Universities.  These concerns, 
and groups differed for the different programs as follows:   
 
Women’s Studies and Communication and Cultural 
Studies  
The key issue and mission was to combine their programs into a 
viable new offering that would attract students. The 
Communication aspect of CGS had already been taken up by the 
Mass Communication programme leaving Cultural Studies with 
fewer students whereas the introduction of fees had reduced the 
numbers of mature age entrants to Women’s Studies.  
 
The creation of Gender and Cultural Studies was arguably the 
most innovative of all the programs. The key mission for GCS has 
been to broaden the agenda to cater to a younger cohort of both 
men and women who were interested in critical analysis of cultural 
phenomena. CILP 
Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through 
School-based Curriculum Improvement Leaders 
 
 
    97 
 
•  This has been addressed by discontinuing all units in the pre-
existing programs and designing an entirely new program that 
combined the strengths of the field of study. 
•   The two new Part 1 units have minimal overlap. The first is 
conceptual and theoretically based and is designed to develop 
reading and writing skills while the second is designed to develop 
this conceptual work, and writing and researching skills of the 
first unit. 
 
Multimedia’s key issue and mission was to increase first 
preference numbers.  
 
•  This has been addressed by synthesising theory and practice 
and providing content specific for training, plus increased 
opportunities for students to add to their portfolios via 
project-based units. Multimedia have only two dedicated staff 
members, so faces the dilemma of catering to ever-changing 
new media developments and keeping abreast of software 
updates. It was therefore necessary to design a degree for a 
multimedia ‘niche’ that is not currently offered by other 
universities in WA. It was decided that the degree would cater 
to the fast-growing games industry by focusing on design and 
2D/3D animation.   
 
Mass Communication’s key issue and mission was to reduce 
the number of units offered and provide a clearer program 
structure. 
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•  This was addressed by changing the suite of units offered, 
splitting the program into 3 interrelated B Mass 
Communication programs: Journalism, Public Relations (PR) and 
Communication, Technology and Policy (CTP).  All three of these 
majors were concerned with particular vocational pathways, 
though CTP’s focus on media policy is a more recent area of 
specialism.  Those involved in journalism were concerned to 
develop an undergraduate program by double coding units from a 
post graduate diploma with declining numbers (following the 
imposition of fees).  For journalism, the new program had to 
match or exceed the quality of education available at other 
Universities whilst simultaneously developing a distinctive edge 
that would attract students.  The Public Relations major, on the 
other hand, was constrained to certain curriculum inclusions 
that would ensure professional accreditation, and these 
requirements formed a constraint on the joint format of the 
three linked programs.  
 
Media Studies’ key issue and mission was to differentiate the 
units offered from Mass Communication degrees and provide a 
clearer program structure. 
 
•  This was addressed by splitting the program into three degree 
programs: Screen and Sound, Radio, Media. Two new units were 
added to effect the differentiation. 
 
Almost everyone in the school agreed that they were happy with 
the changes to date, but few thought that the changes were 
complete. See the section on ‘gaps and omissions’ later for further 
detail.  Admittedly, we were interviewing at a point halfway through 
the progressive introduction of the changes to the degree CILP 
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structures, but there were few fundamental doubts expressed 
with respect to the integrity and viability of the part one units.   
 
5.2 Limitations of the 2003 Review Process 
 
While almost everyone agreed that they were happy with the 
changes to date, some of the theoretical richness and complexity 
of the Media Studies, Mass Communication and Communication 
and Cultural Studies programs was arguably lost in the core of the 
new Mass Communication degrees and the dovetailing of Women’s 
Studies and CCS (Communication and Cultural Studies).  The 
extent of this loss is hard to assess in relation to the Part One 
units that were our focus, as they are more concerned with 
conceptual and skills training than theoretical complexity. 
 
One way to assess what has changed – whether edited or 
misplaced – is to focus on the limitations of the Review process 
that emerged from our interviews.  There were explicit limitations 
on the way that the School engaged in the process – in excluding 
staff and programs from participation or more subtly, in confining 
rationalisation discussion to program contexts.  There were also 
limitations built into the Review process itself – like the exclusion 
of foundation units or offshore delivery modes from review and 
evaluation.  Consideration of these limitations enables us to 
explicate a range of curriculum concerns that weren’t explicitly 
addressed within the Review process. 
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5.2.1Limitations due to School decisions 
 
1. Exclusion of AIS 
The Aboriginal and Islander Studies program was expressly 
excluded from the terms of reference of the 2003 Review, 
because it had been subject to two independent reviews as to its 
location in the School. These reviews aimed to re-locate Aboriginal 
and Islander Studies in part fulfilment of the University’s concern 
with equity for indigenous people.  The overriding concern of such 
reviews had been to foster the eventual integration of knowledge 
about indigenous Australians within the whole University 
curriculum. However, a staff member in this program pointed out 
that the exclusion that arose from this well-intentioned attempt 
to prioritise Aboriginal Studies ironically marginalised staff and 
their units from the rationalisation process.  This had an impact on, 
for example, the extent of cross-crediting of AIS units into the 
revamped curriculum, and it had an impact on the staff concerned 
who felt excluded from the rest of the School’s change process.  
Following a third review of AIS, a recommendation was made to 
relocate the program to Kulbardi effective in 2008, and in another 
ironic turn, this follows the 2008 Review that did indeed include 
the program as part of its scope. 
 
The exclusion of AIS from the review had consequences for another 
small program, Women’s Studies, according to staff in both 
programs.  Previously, these two programs had been collectively 
defended as different-but-similar in that they provided evidence of 
an equity focus of which the School was proud, despite the fact CILP 
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that both did not share the media industry focus of many other 
programs in the School.  Thus the absence of AIS from review 
discussions made it perfectly acceptable to ‘rationalise’ Women’s 
Studies into a pragmatic form of Cultural Studies that would be 
judged solely on its capacity to attract students.   
 
 
 
2. Program autonomy 
The second limitation of the review process was also based in 
School decisions, ?? not clear and this concerns the fact that with 
the important exception of the formation of GCS just mentioned, 
rationalisation took place within but not across program groupings. 
For two of the three program groupings (Mass Communication and 
Multimedia), the bounded nature of the exercise actually 
facilitated the reorganisation of curriculum and the shedding or 
blending of units.  The third program, Media Studies effected a 
significant reorganisation but actually added units in the process.  
The fact that not all programs reduced or rewrote units had an 
impact on staff, and in particular those who had made the most 
changes were more resentful and critical of those who had not.  
Thus, a process of curriculum revision that seemed on the surface 
amicable actually harboured and created further tensions between 
groups of staff.  These tensions in turn seem to have inhibited the 
development of a whole School discussion of certain issues, in 
particular the areas of overlap between the programs, which were 
not discussed.  Indeed, it was in those areas between programs CILP 
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that we found most evidence of overlap in content, perspectives 
and skills training, an issue we will discuss shortly. 
 
5.1.2 Intrinsic limitations of the Review Process 
 
1. Terms of reference of AOU reviews  
The exclusion of foundation units from review meant that 
questions about the impact of and interrelationship between 
foundation units and the rest of the curriculum were not 
addressed.  Because we focused on Part 1 units, we interviewed 
the Foundation unit coordinators. What we found was little 
knowledge about foundation units’ form and function by School 
Part 1 coordinators and a corresponding lack of knowledge of the 
School’s programs by foundation unit coordinators. This is perhaps 
not surprising since Foundation units are by definition independent 
of any school or program content but it meant that staff were 
either indifferent to or unaware of their role in the program: some 
Part One coordinators understood more about Foundation units 
than they realised and others misunderstood their functions, but 
most staff saw them as separate and / or irrelevant and did not 
rely on them to provide specific skills training   
 
2. Offshore delivery of units  
Offshore delivery requires modification of programs of study for 
cost-effective delivery by relatively small institutions such as 
Colleges, often requires changes to what is taught and how it may CILP 
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be taught to effect equivalent understanding and learning by 
students in another cultural context.  Yet, offshore programs are 
not reviewed as part of School reviews. They are counted as a 
separate AOU in their own right and reviewed separately.  Thus 
fundamental changes in the nature, type and opportunities for 
teaching and learning had no place in these discussions and were a 
source of frustration to several staff.  Analysis of offshore 
teaching issues and frustration at operational issues in the 
delivery of offshore programs was expressed in even more detail in 
the 2008 School Review and was dismissed as not relevant on the 
same constitutional ground.   
 
The intrinsic and School-based limitations in the Review process go 
part of the way to explain how the review process did not, and 
indeed could not, proceed to a completely comprehensive review of 
MCC’s programs.  However, some of the issues that were not 
addressed have subsequently been tackled in the 2008 Review, or 
within the discussions about curriculum strengths in the Faculty.   
 
5.3 Gaps and inconsistencies   
 
The second way to explore issues of comprehensiveness in review 
is to consider the gaps and overlaps that still remain after the 
2003 Review.  Some of those issues were taken up in the 2008 
Review, and others are being considered now we face the necessity 
to cut costs by 10% in the next academic budget.  Attempts had 
been made to delay the 2008 Review process as it was a bad time CILP 
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to review the AOU right in the middle of a Faculty reshuffle.  
However, we had to proceed to Review as planned.  Inevitably, the 
Review took over some of the evaluative work of our project; on the 
other hand, because we had just interviewed two thirds of School 
staff, we had an accurate idea of the problems.  We’ve tried to 
capture in our discussion here the aspects of our realisations that 
were shared with School or Faculty review. 
 
One significant area of overlap emerged between MCC129 Intro to 
Digital Media (Multimedia)and MCC101 Intro to CTP (Mass 
Communication  This was an example of an overlap between 
program groupings that is likely to be targeted in the coming round 
of cost-cutting for the 10% budgetary reduction.  Yet in another 
sense, this dual coverage arises from the need to discuss and 
analyse new media in a range of contexts and for a range of 
reasons.  Multimedia has turned towards web-focused teaching in 
both units. Speed of technological change has an impact here, for 
instance, Web2 is a really significant change that needs to be kept 
in mind when planning curriculum.  The overlap with MCC101 arises 
because the latter needs to reiterate the changes to explore the 
consequent policy issues.  What has not been examined in any of 
the Reviews we’ve encountered is the issue of how much 
reiteration one needs to have before it counts as an ‘overlap’. If any 
reiteration counts as overlap, then this pair of units are certainly 
included, but so too would be the Part 1 units that reiterated 
essay-writing and referencing skills already covered in foundation 
units.  Rationalisation of curricula to prevent repetition may have a 
deleterious affect on student learning, especially if the latter does 
require a certain amount of reiteration.  CILP 
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While rationalisation in program groupings may not be foolproof, 
there is no guarantee that its antithesis necessarily leads to 
better curriculum.  Media Studies retained more specified 
electives than any of the other program groupings. The 
reorganisation of the programs into the new degree structures 
relied on the addition of two crucial core units that were to be 
shared by all three degree programs. The core units in question 
were summarily cancelled once the staff member proposing them 
left the University. Recent discussions between programs have 
meant that from 2010 B. Media Screen and Multimedia will merge 
under a new degree: B.Digital Media. 
 
The existence of the Multimedia program itself derived from 
difficulties in incorporating new media within a Media program 
developed around traditional mass media. As one staff member 
put it “Multi Media should be a degree within Media Studies”, whilst 
some Media Studies staff considered they covered (or ought to 
cover) such “New” media.  However, the problem seems to be less 
the addition of another (or several) media, but how to incorporate 
the potentialities of digital media within the conventional bodies of 
technical/theoretical knowledge about particular media that are 
still extensively used.  Technological development in 
media/communication theory generally raises versions of this 
dilemma quite acutely.  The hiatus between CCS and Mass 
Communication exhibited the same strain, as does the tension 
within journalism training between a focus on ‘broadcast’ or ‘print’ 
journalism.  Crucial distinctions in the older form of knowledge are 
blurred or transcended in how technologies of communication, CILP 
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rendering straight forward incorporation of new knowledge 
impossible.  With incorporation blocked, separate overlapping 
development becomes the only way to proceed until certain forms 
of rapprochement become evident.   
 
Multimedia has gaps in its coverage of key developments, but the 
size of programme (2 dedicated staff members) means refining 
rather than doing everything and creating lots of units. In the past 
year, the Faculty formation has provided a context in which some 
of those gaps can be creatively addressed in concert with the 
School of IT. A games design major has been created to fill gaps 
and to reincorporate technical and theoretical knowledge about 
this aspect of multimedia.    
 
Whilst multimedia has had a rare opportunity to develop a new 
initiative, other small programs in the School are struggling to 
maintain themselves in the pragmatically ordered, but shrinking 
world of the School. The analytical B. Media studies, CTP and GCS 
are currently linked in a proposal to rationalise small programs into 
a strong theoretical program to service the other programss in the 
school and provide core theoretical tools. The understanding behind 
the suggestion is that there is a general lack of theory and critical 
thinking. The rationalisation of the programs that provided such 
input was driven by a shift from critical to instrumental theory. 
Lack of theory and critical thinking could be addressed but the 
need to reimport theoretical complexity closely follows the 
prudential rationalisation of the same. In this respect, the process 
of curriculum rationalisation seems paradoxical. CILP 
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6.0 OUTCOMES  
 
•  We measured project outcomes against aims – what we are 
teaching, how we’re doing it (conceptual skills, technical media 
skills, writing skills, presentation skills, research methods); 
how we use new media in our teaching. 
•  We sent reports to: 
o  individual stakeholders 
o   program chairs (& possibly program groups) 
o   the whole School in the form a seminar. 
•  Report will conclude with a summary identifying whether the 
first year curriculum has been rationalised and whether 
essential elements of curriculum have been retained.  
•  Forthcoming joint publication. 
 
7.0 REFLECTIONS 
 
At the outset it is important to note that the current school 
focus on 2010 curriculum redevelopment, the restructuring of the 
Divisions to Faculties, the 2008 school review, and changes to and 
concerns about offshore teaching all impacted upon our project, as 
it meant that we didn’t have a reflective space to think about the 
issues of our project. Nevertheless, our project provided the 
opportunity for us to raise awareness and for the staff of MCC to 
reflect on curriculum processes. There were often no specific 
‘measures’ of success as such; rather we provided a space for 
most of the staff to think about their teaching content and 
practices. 
 
Although we are unable to provide any evidence at this stage that 
our project effected changes on the ‘student experience’, it is CILP 
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nevertheless the case that any clarity we can attain about 
curriculum processes will have benefits to students. 
 
The CiL project initially held workshops about standard 
organizational leadership, which weren’t applicable to our context, 
as we could not identify ourselves as ‘leaders’ in terms of our 
Lecturer B/C status within the school and the culture of MCC 
wherein strong autonomy is given to individual staff members with 
regard to their teaching practices. Thus we had to adapt our 
approach to the school ethos and context, and found that 
‘facilitation’ was a more applicable model than ‘leadership’. A CiLP 
facilitation workshop helped us to work out what we were doing, 
which was to bring curriculum issues to light in our discussion with 
staff.   
 
We held a seminar to discuss findings with staff, and found that 
the interviews were in themselves beneficial as they provided a 
space for staff to reflect upon their teaching and curriculum. Staff 
appreciated this opportunity as usually curriculum discussions in 
the school don’t allow for this kind of reflection. Moreover, the 
interviews and seminar provided an opportunity to raise awareness 
about both individual and cross-school curriculum agendas 
addressed. Our project highlighted the need for staff to reflect 
upon curriculum changes, changes they themselves have made to 
their first year units, and being able to articulate these reflections; 
our report and seminar enabled staff to share their ideas and 
concerns with other staff. Our interviews also highlighted the need 
for discussion about offshore teaching internally (within the 
school). 
 CILP 
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Overall, our understanding of MCC’s specific graduate attribute 
criteria was increased, including our pragmatic reasons for 
curriculum change and how we measure the adequacy and pace of 
the curriculum. For example, the Graduate Diploma in Journalism 
was changed to an undergraduate degree, a decision that was 
driven by the pragmatic necessities of curriculum change and the 
student cohort (i.e. students being unable to pay HECS fees 
associated with the diploma). However, it was also clear from our 
interviews that the majority of staff felt that graduate mapping 
were not particularly useful in helping them to design the curriculum 
for their units, primarily because the Graduate Attributes are too 
broad/vague as they are intended to apply across the university; 
that is, to be useful the GAs need to be more discipline-specific. 
 
During the project we raised the possibility of an MCC Teaching and 
Learning Committee with Head of School. At a recent school 
meeting, it was decided that this committee would work, among 
another things, to investigate alternative teaching methods as 
recommended by the School Review 2008.  
 
Another issue to come to light was that MCC staff had little or no 
awareness of what was taught in Foundation Units, and often felt 
that the Foundation Unit requirement meant that core first year 
offerings within their Programs had to be reduced. Sharon Delmege 
is a member of the Foundation Unit Review Committee and has 
taken our findings to the Committee. In particular, it is clear that 
more information needs to be made available to first year unit 
coordinators across the campus about what is taught in 
Foundation Units, and how the content, learning and skills 
structure of their units might adapt accordingly. There is also a 
need to ensure that all new staff are provided with information and CILP 
Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through 
School-based Curriculum Improvement Leaders 
 
 
 
  110 
have access to information about the role of Foundation Units at 
Murdoch University. 
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APPENDIX I  
 
Some draft generic questions: 
 
1. Can you tell me about any changes you have made to this 
year’s version of your unit?  
•  More anticipated? 
•  Handbook entry changed yet? 
 
2. Was your unit targeted for changes following the recent 
review of all the programs? 
•  What were the issues that were raised 
•  Was there much discussion at meetings about the 
content & purpose of your unit? 
•  How were any issues addressed/will be addressed 
 
3. Did the graduate mapping of your unit help to identify issues 
that were addressed in the recent curriculum changes? 
•  Identified by you? 
•  Identified by others/program chair? 
 
4. How does your unit trade upon and extend skills taught in 
foundation units? 
•  Which skills? 
•  Which foundation units work/don’t work for your unit – 
and why/why not? 
 
5. Explain to me how your unit fits in with the other units in the 
Part 1 structure of your primary program. CILP 
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•  What are its specific tasks 
•  Which aspects are shared with the other Part 1 units 
•  Which aspects are progressively developed 
 
6. [If it is cross-credited to other programs) How do you cater 
for the other programs that use your unit? Does this have an 
impact on the way you teach/ approach your topics? 
•  As core? 
•  As specified electives 
•  As general electives 
7. In your opinion, has the curriculum for [this program] been 
sorted out? 
•  What are you un/happy with? 
•  What could still be done? 
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APPENDIX 2 
 
CURRICULUM IMPROVEMENT LEADERS PROJECT 
 
SCHOOL OF MEDIA COMMUNICATION AND CULTURE 
CURRICULUM: 
REVIEWING FIRST YEAR UNITS 
 
TEACHING & LEARNING FORUM 2008 
Curtin University, 30
th-31
st January 2008 
 
 
Aim: To examine the extent of successful rationalisation and 
differentiation between the 9 academic programs. 
 
Key Project Outcomes 
Describe what we teach, how (conceptual skills, technical media 
skills, writing skills, presentation skills, research methods); use of 
new media. 
 
•  Report back to colleagues: Stakeholders, program chairs , whole 
School seminar, a report. CILP 
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•  Report identify whether the first year curriculum has been 
rationalised and whether essential elements have been retained.  
 
•  Joint publication. 
 
 
Major barriers or constraints to being a 
leader/lighthouse? 
No major barriers. 
•  One staff member out of 26 indicated declined the interview.  
•  Some scheduling issues with availability of staff for interviews. 
•  2008 School Review will overtake part of project 
 
 
Key sustainers in your school to support ongoing 
curriculum change. 
•  The stakeholders identified in the project: Program Chairs, 
Deputy Heads of School and the Head of School.  
 
•  A reinvigorated MCC Teaching & Learning Committee  
 
•  The MCC School Review. Our report will be timely and ideally 
incorporated into the School Review process. 
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Appendix 3 
SubjectName   Introduction to Communication, Technology and Policy 
SubjectCode   MCC 101 
Status  B. Mass Communication (Communication and Technology Policy): Required 
Part I (Year 1) 
Level  Bachelor 
Credit Hours  2.5 (1+1.5) 
Semester   Semester 2, Year 1 
Prerequisite  MCC 108 Introduction to Mass Communication 
Delivery  Lecture and Tutorial 
Assessment   3 Policy assignments 
Group blog 
Group presentation 
Individual Reflection 
Participation 
3x15%= 45% (choice from 4) 
25% 
10% 
10% 
10% 
Subject 
Objective 
Basic theory about communication, technology and policy to analyse 
current issues and trends. 
Practical skills for debating and writing policy proposals and engaging in 
technologically mediated discussions and research regarding 
communication technology. 
Subject 
Synopsis 
This unit teaches students to search for and compile current information 
about developments in communication technology, and competing claims 
regarding their possible social, cultural, political and economic impacts. 
Students learn to analyse current developments by applying theoretical 
models about communication and technology, evaluating competing 
claims about the potential impacts of these developments, and engaging 
in online debates using current technological networks. Students work 
collaboratively to propose policy options and decide whether policy 
solutions are feasible and desirable.  Finally, students produce oral and CILP 
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written communications relating to various stages in the policy process 
that demonstrate application of communication skills and policy 
conventions. 
    Lectur
e 
Tutori
a 
 
Introduction  1  1.5   
Models of communication and metaphors of technology  1  1.5   
Changes to broadcasting: Medium specificity and the social construction 
of technology 
1  1.5   
Changes to broadcasting: Remediation of journalism  1  1.5   
Intellectual property and the commons: Policy vacuums and 
conceptual muddles 
1  1.5   
Intellectual property and the commons: Open source, open data  1  1.5   
Communication technology and surveillance: Communication 
technology and control 
1  1.5   
Communication technology and surveillance: Surveillance  1  1.5   
Moral panics and technology  1  1.5   
Influencing policy  1  1.5   
Global policy and digital governance  1  1.5   
The seduction of communication technology and policy  1  1.5   
Test  1  1.5   
Total Number of Hours  12  16.5   
Main 
textbook 
Bucy, E. P. (2005). Living in the information age: A new media reader 
(Second ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Thomson. 
Additional 
References 
1.  Feenberg, A. (1999). Questioning technology. London: Routledge. 
2.  Winner, L. (1986). The whale and the reactor. Chicago: Chicago 
University Press. 
3.  Barney, D. (2000). Prometheus wired: The hope for democracy in the age 
of network technology. Vancouver: UBC Press. 
4.  Compaine, B. M., & Greenstein, S. (Eds.). (2001). Communications policy 
in transition: The Internet and beyond. Cambridge: MIT Press. CILP 
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5.  Bynum, T. W., & Rogerson, S. (Eds.). (2004). Computer ethics and 
professional responsibility. Malden, Mass.: Blackwell.++++ 
 
Name of Subject  Introduction to Gender and Cultural Studies 
Code of Subject  MCC102 
Status  The first of two core Part 1 units in the GCS major 
Prerequisite  Nil 
Method of Delivery  Lecture and Tutorial/workshop  
1 represents lectures (1 hour per week x 12 weeks) 
1 represents tutorial  (2 hours per week x 12 weeks) 
Assessment   Low stakes writing  wks 2-11 
Case study  
–  group component  
–  individual reflection 
Essay 
Tutorial 
20% 
 
20% 
15% 
30% 
15% 
Subject Objective  1.  to  introduce  the  fundamental  perspectives  and  tools  of  gender 
and cultural studies. 
2.  To provide opportunities to reflect upon, practice and refine skills 
in critical reading, thinking and writing. 
Subject Synopsis  An introduction to the common ground between gender and cultural 
studies and their diverse applications so that students can engage with 
ideas, events, texts, acts and push the boundaries, and shape new 
understandings and so see themselves as creators of culture rather 
than just ‘heirs’. 
1  Intro to unit 
2  A story of ‘studies’ 
3  So Martha, what is ‘gender’ and ‘culture’ CILP 
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4  Knowledge as cultural product and politics 
5  Lies and Damned Lies: the politics of knowledge in play 
6  Experiencing Identity 
7  Identifying with Gender and Culture 
8  Representation: presenting the real. 
9  Living in the everyday. 
10  What did you say? Language and Discourse 
11  Comfort Zones and Scary words 
12  A Cultural Eye on Gender and a Gendered Eye on Culture 
Main textbook  Unit Reader 
Additional 
References 
Accessible online only 
Practical/Worksho
p 
The second hour of every tutorial 
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Name of Subject  Institutions Culture and Power 
Code of Subject  MCC103 
Status  B. Mass Communication elective 
Prerequisite  Nil Complements and extends MCC102. 
Method of Delivery  2.5 (1+1.5) 
1 lectures (1 hour per week x 12 weeks) 
1 tutorial (1 x 1.5 hr/week x 12 weeks) 
Assessment   Interview Case Study 1500w 
Essay    2000w 
Weekly Tutorial Tests 
Tutorial Participation   
30% wk5 
40% wk 12 
20% 10 best answers from 12. 
10% 
Subject Objective  To introduce you to ways of thinking about institutions in gender and cultural 
studies. 
To develop ways of problematising a range of social institutions – government, 
the corporation, the law, schools and universities, families and communities. 
Subject Synopsis  The central concern is with institutions and the way they structure social 
relations. It borrows from Sociology but is concerned with lived experience. 
Gender studies and cultural studies regard institutions simply as legal artifices 
that support certain kinds of social relations and economic transactions– all 
those things we tend to roll together as ‘culture’. Institutions are about ‘images’ 
of society as much as things considered objectively ‘there’.Gender studies and 
cultural studies think about ways in which we non-experts, can bend 
institutions to become more participatory, democratic, sustaining of our 
collective dreams. 
1  Introduction to the Unit:  Institutions – What are they? 
2  Where’s the Money? – Political Economy 
3  Culture and Power 
4  Government 
5  The Market CILP 
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6  Corporate Cultures 
7  Law 
8  Education – Schools and Universities 
9  The Family 
10  Community 
11  The Movement 
12  Conclusion and Overview 
Main 
textbook 
Unit Reader 
Additional 
References 
On e-reserve 
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  Name of Subject  Introduction to Radio and Sound 
2.  Code of Subject  MCC105 
3.  Status  General Elective 
4.  Level  Bachelor (undergraduate) 
5.  Credit Hours  3 (1+2) 
1 represents lectures (1 hours per week x 13 weeks) 
2 represents tutorial (1 x 2 hr/week x 12 weeks) 
6.  Semester and year 
Taught 
Semester 1, Year 1 
7.  Prerequisite  Nil 
8.  Method of Delivery  Lecture and Tutorial 
9.  Assessment and 
Breakdown of Marks 
Recorded demo program  
Essay 
Concept test 
Edited interview story 
Participation 
 
Total 
 
30% 
20% 
10% 
30% 
10% 
100% 
10.  Name of Lecturer  Ms Mia Lindgren & Associate Professor Gail Phillips 
11.  Subject Objective  On successful completion of the unit students should: 
1.  Have an understanding of the policies and CILP 
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practice of radio programming 
2.  Have a knowledge of the distinguishing features 
of the different sectors of radio broadcasting 
(commercial, public sector and community) 
3.  Be able to analyse and critique radio products 
4.  Have an understanding of the role of the 
journalist in radio  
5.  Know the basic legal and ethical principles that 
govern the conduct of media producers 
6.  Understand the layout and function of the radio 
studio  
7.  Be operationally proficient in operating the studio 
equipment   
8.  Be operationally proficient in the use of 
microphones and studio and portable recording 
equipment 
9.  Be able to record good quality sound in the studio 
and on location 
10.  Be able to write and deliver a radio script  
11.  Be able to select, research, record and edit a 
story for radio 
12.  Understand the techniques of interviewing for 
radio  
 
12.  Subject Synopsis  This  is  a  unit  covering  the  basic  practical 
skills  of  radio  and  sound  production.    It 
introduces  students  to  journalism  theory  in 
the context of radio practice.  Students will 
acquire  both  technical  skills  in  digital  audio 
production as well as journalistic practices in 
developing  programs  and  stories  for  radio. 
This is an appropriate unit for anyone planning 
to do broadcast journalism, screen and sound. 
13.  Chapter Titles and 
Contact Hours 
Unit Titles  Hours 
      Lecture  Tutorial  Practical/ 
Workshop CILP 
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    Overview  1    - 
    Using your voice for 
radio 
1  1  1 
    Writing for radio  1  2   
    Radio Presenting  1  2   
    The radio industry in 
Australia 
1  2   
    Formats in radio (news, 
caff, magazine, online 
and podcast) 
1  2   
    Law and ethics for 
journalists 
1  1  1 
    The interview  1  2  1 
    Editing  1  1  1 
    Sound and editing 2  1  1  1 
    Concept test  1  2   
    Industry orientation and 
radio study pathways 
1  1   
    Total Number of Hours  12  17  5 
    Tutorial-Lecture 
Equivalence 
     
    Total Number of Hours   
    Credit Hours   
14.  Main textbook  Lindgren, M. & Phillips, G. (2006) Australian Broadcast 
Journalism, 2
nd edn., Oxford University Press, Melbourne.  
15.  Additional 
References 
1.  Murray, L. (2006) Murdoch Radio Technical Guide, 
Murdoch University, Perth. 
2.  ABC Legal Department (1999)  (4th edition) ABC all-
media law handbook: for journalists, presenters, CILP 
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program makers, authors, editors and publishers, 
Sydney, NSW : ABC Enterprises. 
3.  Ahern, S.  (2000) Making Radio: a practical Guide to 
Working in Radio, Allen & Unwin, Sydney. 
4.  Adam, M & Massey, K. (1995) Introduction to Radio, 
McGraw-Hill, New York. 
5.  Conley, David & Lamble, S.  (2006) The Daily 
Miracle – an introduction to Journalism, (3
rd 
Edition) Oxford University Press Herbert, J. (2000) 
Journalism in the Digital Age, Polity Press, 
Cambridge. 
6.  Sedorkin, G., & McGregor, J. (2002) Interviewing: A 
guide for journalists and writers, Allen & Unwin, 
Sydney.  
16.  Practical/Workshop  Four technical workshops (5 hours in total) covering:  
1.  The Radio Studio (Week 2) 
2.  Using Portable Recording Equipment  (Weeks 8 
and 9) 
3.  Digital Editing on Audition 1 (Week 10) 
4.  Digital Mixing on Audition 2 (Week 11) 
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1  Name of Subject  Introduction to Public Relations 
2.  Code of Subject  MCC107 
3.  Status  B. Mass Communication (Public Relations): Required Part I 
(Year 1) 
B. Mass Communication (Communication and Technology 
Policy): Specified Elective Part I (Year 1) 
4.  Level  Bachelor 
5.  Credit Hours  2.5 (1+1.5) 
1 represents lectures (1 hours per week x 13 weeks) 
1.5 represents tutorials (1 x 1.5 hr/week x 13 weeks) 
6.  Semester and year 
Taught 
Semester 2, Year 1 
7.  Prerequisite  MCC108 Introduction to Mass Communication 
8.  Method of Delivery  Lecture and Tutorial 
9.  Assessment and 
Breakdown of 
Marks 
Essay 
Two PR texts 
Editing test 
Oral presentation 
Tutorial presentation 
 
Total 
30% 
30% 
15% 
15% 
10% 
 
100% 
10.  Name of Lecturer  Ms Kate Fitch 
11.  Subject Objectives  1.  To introduce students to public relations theory  
2.  To develop writing ability for a variety of public 
relations contexts  CILP 
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12.  Subject Synopsis  Draws on communication theory to introduce students to the 
practice and theory of public relations, using as a set text the 
Johnston & Zawawi book: Public Relations Theory and Practice 
(2004, 2
nd edn). Topics include history of public relations, 
public relations theory (Grunig & Hunt’s two way symmetrical 
model), media relations and the internet, with an emphasis on 
the development of strategies and tactics for particular target 
publics. This unit also introduces students to basic principles of 
ethics, professional values and public relations writing 
techniques.  
13.  Chapter Titles and 
Contact Hours 
Unit Titles  Hours 
      Lecture  Tutorial  Practical/ 
Workshop 
    Overview  1  1.5  - 
    PR theory  1  1.5   
    Public relations history and 
practice 
1  1.5   
    Strategy and tactics  1  1.5   
    Research & evaluation  1  1.5   
    Public relations writing  1  1.5   
    Tactics  1  1.5   
    Media relations  1  1.5   
    Community relations  1  1.5   
    Sponsorship and the third 
sector 
1  1.5   
    Corporate Communications   1  1.5   
    Government relations  1  1.5   
    Review  1  1.5   CILP 
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    Total Number of Hours  13  19.5   
    Tutorial-Lecture 
Equivalence 
     
    Total Number of Hours   
    Credit Hours   
14.  Main textbook  Johnston & Zawawi 2004 2
nd edn. Public Relations: Theory and 
Practice, Crows Nest, NSW: Allen & Unwin 
15.  Additional 
References 
1.  Sriramesh, K. (ed) 2004. Public Relations in Asia: an 
anthology. Singapore: Thomson 
2.  Mohan, T. et al 2004. Communicating as Professionals. 
Southbank, Vic: Thomson. 
3.  Newsom & Carrell. 2001. Public Relations writing: form 
& style. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth 
16.  Practical/Workshop  Nil 
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Name of Subject  Introduction to Mass Communication 
Code of Subject  MCC108 
Status  B. Mass Communication (Public Relations): Required Part 1  
B. Mass Communication (Communication and Technology Policy): 
Required Part I (Year 1) 
B. Media (Media Studies): Specified Elective Part I (Year 1) 
Prerequisite  Nil 
Method of Delivery  Lecture and Tutorial 
Assessment   Tutorial Presentation Written 
Summary 
Research Essay 
Concept Test 
Tutorial & WebCT  
15% 
10% 
40% 
20% 
15% 
Subject Objective  1.  Explain the key concepts and major approaches used to study 
mass communication; 
2.  Critically analyse and evaluate each approach to the study of 
mass communication; 
3.  Develop  effective  written,  oral  and  aural  communication 
skills;  
4.  Develop  independent  research  skills  using  databases,  the 
library and the Internet; 
5.  Engage  in  teamwork,  collaborative  learning  and  group 
presentations; 
6.  Be aware of their own values and respect the values of others 
as  well  as  the  social  responsibility  of  the  individual  and 
community; 
7.  Acquire understanding of fields of knowledge beyond a single 
major, minor or discipline; 
8.  Understand  the  global  interdependence  of  the  media,  mass 
communication and the cultural cum creative industries. 
Subject Synopsis  This  unit  explores  foundational  concepts  in  the  study  of 
Mass  Communication.  The  unit  investigates  the  historical 
rise  of  mass  communication,  considering  issues  such  as CILP 
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political propaganda, as well as contemporary developments, 
such as the fragmentation of the mass audience. Students 
will also have the opportunity to study different forms of 
mass communication, including political communication, public 
information campaigns and culture jamming and much more. 
1  Introduction 
2  Concepts and Models: Understanding the ‘Mass’ 
3  Concepts and Models: Media and Society 
4  Mass Communication and Culture 
5  New Media – New Theory? 
6  Media Principles, Economics and Governance 
7  Global Mass Communication 
8  Media Organisations 
9  Media Analyses and Effects 
10  Audience Theory and Traditions 
11  Public Opinion and Political Communication 
12  Review 
13  In-Lecture/Online Concept Test 
  Total Number of Hours 12 and 18 
Main 
textbook 
McQuail, Denis (2005) McQuail’s Mass Communication Theory (5
th 
Edition), London: Sage Publications 
Additional 
References 
1.  J.D.H. Downing, D. McQuail, P. Schlesinger and Ellen Wartella 
(eds.) (2004) The Sage Handbook of Media Studies, Thousand Oaks: 
Sage. 
2.  L. Lievrouw and S. Livingstone (eds.) (2002) The Handbook of New 
Media, London: Sage. 
3.  Turner, G. and Cunningham, S. (eds.) (2002) The Media and 
Communications in Australia, Sydney: Allen & Unwin.  
4.  Lewis, G. and Slade, C. (2000) Critical Communication, 2
nd ed., 
Australia: Prentice Hall. 
5.  Croteau, D. and Hoynes, W. (2000) Media/Society: Industries, CILP 
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Images, and Audiences (2
nd ed.), Thousand Oaks CA: Pine Forge. 
6.  Tapsall, S. and Varley, C. (eds.) (2001) Journalism: Theory in 
Practice, Melbourne: Oxford University Press. 
7.  Zelizer, B. and Allan, S. (eds.) (2002) Journalism After September 
11, London: Routledge. 
Practical/wk
sp 
Nil 
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Name of Subject  Introduction to Screen and Sound Studies 
Code of Subject  MED116 
Status  B. Media (Media Studies): Required Part I (Year 1) 
Level  Bachelor 
Credit Hours  4.5 (1+1.5+ 2) 
1 represents lectures (1 hour per week x 13 weeks) 
1.5 represents tutorials (1 x 1.5 hr/week x 13 weeks) 
2 represents screening (2 hour per week x 13 weeks) 
Semester   Semester 1, Year 1 
Prerequisite  Nil 
Method of Delivery  Lecture, Tutorial and Screening 
Assessment and 
Breakdown of Marks 
Essay on film narrative 
Storyboard for section of film 
based on text provided 
Test 
Tutorial contribution 
30% 
30% 
25% 
15% 
Subject Objectives  1.  To familiarise students with the different ways in which 
screen texts are studied;  
2.  To introduce students to concepts of narrative, style 
and genre in filmic texts; and  
3.  To introduce students to the basic terminology of visual 
language. 
Subject Synopsis  This is an introductory unit that lays the groundwork for 
further analytical and practical units in screen and sound 
studies.  The major topics are genre and form in film 
generally, and film style, which is covered under the 
headings: mise-en-scene, cinematography, editing, and CILP 
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sound design. 
Chapter Titles and 
Contact Hours 
Unit Titles  Lecture  Tutorial  Practical/ 
Workshop 
Part 1: Narrative 
and Form  
Film form and 
Narrative 
2  1.5  - 
  Classical Narrative  2  1.5   
Part 2: Style   Mise-en-scene  2  1.5   
  Cinematography  2  1.5   
  Editing  2  1.5   
  The storyboard  2  1.5   
  Sound design   2  1.5   
  Music in Film  2  1.5   
Part3: Genre  Documentary  2  1.5   
  Melodrama  2  1.5   
  Animation  2  1.5   
  Total Hours  22  16.5   
Main textbook  David Bordwell & Kristin Thompson, 2004. Film Art: An 
Introduction, seventh edition, McGraw-Hill, New York. 
Additional 
References 
1.  Monaco, James (2000)  How to Read a Film: The World 
of Movies, Media, and Multimedia: Language, History, 
Theory, (third edition), New York, Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 
2.  Cook, Pam & Bernink, Mieke  (1999) The Cinema Book, 
second edition (London : BFI). 
3.  John Orr, Cinema and Modernity, Cambridge: Polity. 
4.  Cook, Pam & Dodd, Phillip (1993) Women and Film: A 
Sight and Sound Reader, Philadelphia: TUP. 
5.  Ray, Robert (1985) A Certain Tendency of the 
Hollywood Cinema, 1930-1980, Princeton: Princeton 
University Press. CILP 
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Practical/Workshop  Nil 
 
 
 
 
Name of Subject  Principles of Multimedia 
Code of Subject  MUL118 
Status  Core Unit Multimedia (MMMedia) 
Prerequisite  MUL101 Intro to Digital Media or ICT108 Intro to Multimedia and the 
Internet. 
Method of Delivery  Lecture and workshop 1 + 2 hours 
Assessment   Sampling and remixing WK9 
Weekly projects         WK 13 
Portfolio Website       WK 13 
Lecture Journal           WK 13 
10% 
8 x 5% = 40% 
20% 
20% 
Subject Objective  1.  Understand the role of aesthetic visual communication theories in 
visual design and multimedia. 
2.  Understand how to create and implement aesthetic content in the 
design of multimedia forms. 
3.  Apply an understanding of multimedia to solve artistic based 
objectives. 
4.  Apply a level of understanding, creativity and practical experience 
using multimedia design software and hardware to create 
effective and attractive interactive visual communication media. 
Subject Synopsis  The unit provides the basis for practical and theoretical multimedia 
authoring by applying principles of visual communication and 
aesthetic theory and generative practice to the design of a 
multimedia project. It reviews the range of available environments, 
introduces production and authoring strategies and engages software 
products to produce a balanced concept  with content, composition, 
aesthetics and technical expertise, that is critically and culturally 
informed. CILP 
Enhancing the Student Educational Experience through 
School-based Curriculum Improvement Leaders 
 
 
 
  136 
1  Introduction 
2  Postmodernism and Multimedia 
3  Structuralism/Semiotics 
4  Post Structuralism and music video 
5  Deconstruction – a dummy’s guide to Derrida 
6  Jean Baudrillard and ‘simulacra’ 
7  Culture Jamming – resistance 
8  Pastiche and the remix: Mixing and sampling 
9  Hypertext/Hypermedia 
10  Actionman vs Barbie 
11  Navigable Space/Game Genres 
12  Mapping Data 
Main 
textbook 
Unit materials? 
Additional 
References 
Learning Dreamweaver MX2004 
Learning Photoshop CS  
Practical/Wo
rkshop 
 
 
 
 